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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
The Problem
The wild headwaters of the upper Selway River drainage in Idaho 
was administered as part of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area by the 
United States Forest Service for 27 years until 1963. The only develop­
ment in this 2I1.0,000 acre tract, officially designated as "Area E" (see 
Figure 1), were several low standard roads and administrative sites 
built by the Civilian Conservation Corps in the 1930®s.
"Area E" consists primarily of the 173,000-acre Magruder Corridor. 
This area forms a corridor between the l,239,8UO-acre Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness Area to the north and the 216,870 acre Salmon River Breaks 
Primitive Area and the 1,22U,576 acre Idaho Primitive Area to the south» 
The Magruder Corridor was named after Lloyd Magruder, a packer who was 
murdered in the area in 1863.
]h 1963 the Secretary of Agriculture reclassified the Selway- 
Bitterroot Primitive Area under a departmental regulation that provided 
stronger wilderness protection. At the same time "Area E" was excluded 
from the newly formed wilderness area. The excluded area was thus 
opened to possible road construction and timber harvesting after 27 
years of custodial management.
This decision has produced considerable dissatisfaction among an 
increasingly large segment of the public that advocates wilderness man­
agement of the Magruder Corridor, This proposal has been resisted by
1
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Are» S, formerly of the old Selway-Bitterroot Mmitive Area, 
:»s excluded from the boundaries of the reclassified Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness Area in 1963, The entire 2iiO,000-acre area has been In 
dispute, but the arguments have centered mainly on the 173,366-acre 
portion of Area E known as the Magruder Corridor. The approximate 
area of the Corridor is shown in red.
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the Forest Service, and a group of citizens and industrial firms who 
feel that the economic and social interests of the public will be best 
served by multiple use development of the Corridor.
Wilderness use is a form of multiple use» The I'hltiple Use- 
Sustained Yield Act of I960 emphasized this by stating that "the
establishment and maintenance of areas of wilderness are consistent
Xwith the purposes and provisions of this act."
The alternatives of wilderness and multiple use in the Magruder 
Corridor have been viewed as opposite choices by participants in the 
controversy. However, a distinction between multiple use and wilder­
ness in this study is valid only if both are recognized as being 
different interpretations of the same concept. Any further reference 
in this paper to multiple use and wilderness as separate alternatives 
will be based on the following definitions.
Wilderness
Wilderness is a resource with a physical reality like any other 
resources. The Wilderness Act (Public Law 88-577,) has defined wilder­
ness as an area "where the earth and its community of life are untram-
2meled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain."
The act also described wilderness as undeveloped federal land 
retaining its natural character and influence, without permanent human 
habitation. It is an area which has been affected primarily by natural
"'■Public Law 88-577, 88th Congress, Sec. 2(c), September 3, 1961̂ . 
^Public Law 86-517, 86th Congress, Sec. li(a), June 12, 1960.
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forces with a low level of human influence. Opportunities are avail­
able for solitude and primitive recreation.
The term "wilderness" in this study refers to an area that is 
protected and managed under law or administrative fiat so as to preserve 
these characteristics. Wilderness use in this case would preclude 
resource development in the form of timber cutting and road construc­
tion. The other resources of water, wildlife, grazing, and recreation 
could be managed in a formal wilderness area.
Multiple Use
Section L of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of June 12, 
i960, defined multiple use ass
. . , the management of all the various . . , resources 
so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet 
the needs of the American people . . . harmonious and coordinated 
management of the various resources, each with the other, without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration 
being given to the relative values of the various resources, and 
not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the great­
est dollar return or the greatest unit output.3
Biltiple use in this study refers to the management and develop­
ment of renewable resources in the Magruder Corridor other than the 
wilderness resource. Management would be directed toward providing 
public goods and services such as timber products and mass recreation» 
The inclusion of timber cutting and road construction in multiple use 
management distinguishes it from wilderness use in this case»
The question of the type of management to be applied to the 
Magruder Corridor has been reduced to an "either/or" proposition with
3Public Law 86-<17, 86th Congress, Sec. l;(a), June 12, I960.
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a resulting inflexibility of viewpointso Only two alternatives, wilder­
ness classification and multiple use development in the form of timber 
cutting and road construction, have thus far been actively presented.
The rigid polarization of the two alternatives is a characteristic of 
the controversy which is of particular public interest.
Significance of the Problem
The Magruder Corridor controversy is fundamentally an issue of 
competing uses: resource development versus resource preservation.
One can discover in the past numerous examples of the same type of 
problem. Examples include the Hetch Hetchy issue and the Echo Park Ehm 
controversy.
Controversy in resource policy formulation is built into our 
system of allocation of public goods and services as basically differ­
ent interpretations of the public interest collide. The Magruder Cor­
ridor controversy has raised significant questions concerning the role 
of a public agency, the Influence of interest groups in policy formation, 
and the motivations underlving tne conflicting viewpoints.
The Forest Service has held to its original administrative deci­
sion, The Service's role of defending existing policy must be viewed 
in light of the agency's dual obligation of maintaining adequate public 
responsiveness as well as firm, consistent implementation of policy 
within the existing framework.
Citizen concern has been fostered by a number of motivations 
ranging from a general lack of confidence in the agency to a positive 
belief in wilderness values. These motivations have contributed to the 
origin and influence of the pressure group tactics that have shaped the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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controversy and public policy.
The conflict is not an isolated issue. The polarized viewpoints 
that have sustained the controversy have evolved from the early 20th 
century conservation movement. The controversy could not have been 
prevented as long as these entrenched viewpoints inflexibly pointed 
toward an "either/or" management situation in the Magruder Corridor.
%ether the controversy should have been prevented is another 
important question. The controversy has served to intensify existing 
attitudes rather than to facilitate communication. However, substantial 
benefits have been realized. The number of management alternatives 
have been increased and the agency's actions have been critically re­
viewed, The controversy has been socially desirable in view of positive 
effects such as these.
The significance of the controversy within the broad spectrum of 
public resource policy is related to the precedent-setting effects of 
the conflict. Will the management of other areas be subject to the same 
intense scrutiny? Will other administrative decisions be subjected to 
similar outside control? % a t  has been the effect of the controversy 
on the agency's public image ? These long-run effects will modify the 
formation and administration of public resource policy.
These questions form the basis of an analysis of the controversy. 
The participants in the controversy would find it difficult, if not 
impossible, to answer these questions. Even if these parties listened 
closely to the various arguments, their imediate involvement in the 
issue would preclude an objective appraisal. The events of the Magruder 
Corridor controversy have thus been described for the purpose of
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providing answers that would otherwise be unavailable <,
Recording the controversy as it is being lived is an important 
opportunity. Personalities are actively involved, and the events are 
fresh in the minds of the participants.
Objectives
The objectives of this study ares
lo To produce a descriptive history of the Magruder Corridor 
controversy.
2. To identify the causes of the controversy.
3. To identify the long- and short-run effects of the contro­
versy.
U. To analyze the controversy based on the above information.
The analvsis will deal with the political aspects of the 
controversy. The analysis will be made in reference to the 
role of a public agency, the influence of interest groups in 
policy formation, the nature of the controversial decision, 
the factors that have sustained the conflict, and the effects 
of the controversy. Recommendations for the resolution of 
conflict will be based on this analysis. A detailed treat­
ment of the related technical and biological problems is 
beyond the scope of this paper.
Procedure
The method of description and analysis chosen is the case-study 
approach. A public administration case study may be defined as "a 
narrative of the events that constitute or lead to a decision or group
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
8
of related decisions by a public administrator or group of public 
administrators.
The case-study method has been chosen primarily because of its 
value as an educational tool. This approach can be used to illustrate 
the complexity of governmental decision-making. The method can also 
serve as a common ground on which to view conflicting interpretations 
of an issue. And lastly, the case-study approach provides a means of 
formulating generalizations that can be helpful in understanding simi­
lar issues.
Information was obtained primarily from correspondence files and 
personal interviews. Interviews were conducted with representatives of 
the Forest Service, private industry, and citizens conservation groups.
Data were gathered from diverse sources in order to produce an 
accurate, descriptive history. Objectivity in recording the controversy 
was sought in order to lay the foundation for analysis. An account 
without analysis would be nothing more than a chronology.
^Harold Stein (ed.), Public Administration and Policy Develop­
ment (Mew York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1952)7 P* xxvii.
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CHAPTER II
THE RESOURCE
The physical characteristics of the Magruder Corridor are partly 
resDonsible for the conflicting interpretations as to how the area 
should be managed. The Corridor possesses physical attributes of both 
wilderness and multiple use land. These characteristics have profoundly 
affected the attitudes and arguments that have shaped the controversy.
I. Jfaltiple Use Characteristics
a) Timber
The timber resources of the Magruder Corridor are extensive in 
both area and volume. None of this timber has yet been tapped for com­
mercial use. The presence of commercial timber in the Corridor is one 
of the most important physical characteristics pointing toward multiple 
use management.
Approximately lli6,000 of the 173,000 acres in the Corridor are 
available for timber production. Table I shows the timber size classes 
and types by area.
Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine sawtimber occupy over half of the 
commercial forest land in the Corridor. Sawtimber volume is estimated 
as shown in Table II. Over half of the Corridor®s million board 
feet of sawtimber is comprised of Douglas-fir. Nearly a quarter of the 
sawtimber volume is ponderosa pine, the most valuable species. An 
annual allowable cut of 12.7 million board feet is used in the district
9
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TABLE I
TIMBER SIZE CLASSES AND TYPES BY AREA IN THE MAGRUDER CORRIDOR^
Area in M acres by forest types Total
Size Class Douglas— 
fir
Ponderosa Lodgepole Spruce 
pine pine & other
Area 
M acres
Per­
cent
Sawtimber $1.9 2S.0 -- $.8 82.7 57
Pole timber 8.2 ilol 3$.$ 6.1 $3.9 37
Seedlings & 
Saplings 1.8 1.2 ho7 — 7.7 5
Nonstocked 1.1 0.$ 0.I4 2.0 1
Total 63.0 30.8 iiO.6 11.9 1L6.3
Percent ii3 21 28 8 — 100
^Timber Management Plan for the Bitterroot National Forest, 1966.
TABLE II
SAWTIMBER VOLUME BY SPECIES IN THE MAGRUDER CORRIDOR^
Species
Volume 
Million board feet Percent
Douglas-fir Ü97.6 Sh
Ponderosa pine 208.3 22
Subalpine fir 9li,7 10
Spruce 70.0 8
Lodgepole pine S3 ok 6
Total 921.0 100
2Timber Management Plan for the Bitterroot National Forest, 1966.
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management plan. However, this figure is uncertain since the Forest 
Service estimates a possible range of 6,5 to 18.0 million.
The largest single general forest block in the Corridor is loca­
ted in the upper Little Clearwater drainage. The area is characterized
by favorable legging terrain and relatively good timber growing sites.
b) Present development
The existing road system and administrative buildings in the 
Corridor are characteristic of areas managed for multiple use. The 
administrative sites include the Ifegruder Ranger Station, the Paradise 
Guard Station, Hell’s Half Acre Lookout, and extensive outfitter’s 
facilities (see Figure II).
The present roads were built in the 1930*s by the Civilian Con­
servation Corps. About 17 miles of the Elk City-Darby road are located 
in the Corridor. Also included is a 13-mile long spur from the Magruder 
Ranger Station to the Paradise Guard Station, and a spur road to the
Hell’s Half Acre Lookout. The Elk City-Lhrby road could serve as a
main transport road, which greatly enhances timber values. The road 
may also become a route for power lines and gas mains.
The existence of primitive roads and administrative sites in the
Magruder Corridor represents minimal development in an otherwise wild 
setting. This development compromises the element of wildness, and 
constitutes the major multiple use characteristic of the Corridor.
c ) Soils
The coarse texuure of the soils in the area is a favorable
characteristic as long as vegetative cover is present and water
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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concentration is prevented. These soils exhibit high infiltration and 
percolation rates, large resistance to compaction, and a high internal 
stability. Timber harvesting should not be detrimental to soils if 
conducted within the carefully selected logging sites of the Corridor.^
d) Fire control
Numerous electrical storms during periods of low precipitation 
present a constant fire hazard. The problem is aggravated by a heavy 
concentration of fuel caused by dense lodgepole pine stands and fallen 
snags from previous fires.
It is very important that damaging wildfires be prevented. Fire 
would not only destroy scenic values, but the resulting erosion and 
stream siltation would seriously degrade water quality. The positive 
effects of increased access and management on fire control have been 
stressed by the Forest Service.
e) Recreation
The foremost recreation problem in the Corridor is one of crowd­
ing, which is most evident during the hunting season. The problem stems 
from a concentration of use near the limited road system. The Forest 
Service anticipates that an expansion of the road system will help alle­
viate the problem by distributing use over a larger area.
The multiple use status of the Magruder Corridor is also rein­
forced by the fact that the area lacks spectacular scenery. While 
picturesque, the Corridor is fairly typical Idaho mountain country.
1■̂ George A, Selke, Chairman, Report of the Magruder Corridor 
Review Committee, April 17, 19*̂ 7, pp. 22-23.
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Magnificent scenery is not necessary in the selection of wilderness 
areas, but it is often a deciding factor.
f ; Ecological problems
Ecological problems concerning plant cover relationships provide 
opportunities for multiple use managemento The problems includes
1. Shortage of suitable game browse in winter range areas»
2. Forest regeneration on recent bums.
3o Lodgepole pine stagnation»
h. Controlled burning as a means of fuel reduction and browse 
improvement.
Maintenance of ground cover to minimize erosion and silta­
tion. ̂
II. Wilderness Characteristics
The essential physical attribute of wilderness land is wildness. 
The Magruder Corridor possesses this wild quality. The element of 
wildness in the Corridor is obscured by the minimal development of low 
standard roads and administrative sites, However, the wild status of 
the Corridor exists because of the relatively minor influence of Man on 
the environment.
Most of the Corridor remains in a natural, undeveloped^ condition. 
The vast expanses of mountainous country contain numerous streams, lakes 
and valleys that possess the essential wilderness characteristic of 
wildness.
The absence of permanent human habitation in the Magruder Corri­
dor lends further wilderness appeal to the area. Man has always been a
^Ibid., p. 29.
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Visitor who does not remain. The Corridor may be nsed for overnight 
camping. A backcountry trail system provides for entry and use by foot 
and horseback. These opportunities for primitive recreation and trans­
portation are characteristic of areas managed for wilderness use. A 
large mass recreation demand within the Corridor is unlikely due to 
remoteness, small water courses, narrow canyons, and the high cost of 
road building.
Opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation are further 
enhanced by the relative isolation of the Magruder Corridor from popu­
lation centers. The Corridor is surrounded by approximately 2.7 million 
acres of wilderness and primitive land.
The size of the Magruder Corridor well exceeds the 100,000-acre 
minimum established by the Department of Agriculture Regulation '*U-1'*„
The area is of sufficient size to make practicable its preservation and 
use in an undamaged condition.
The Wilderness Act stated that wilderness areas would be devoted 
to the "public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, 
conservation, and historical u s e . T h e  Magruder Corridor has a poten­
tial for all of these purposes.
Wilderness recreation in the form of backpacking, hunting, fish­
ing, and camping is available. The Corridor has numerous high ridges 
which offer excellent vistas of the Clearwater Mountains and Bitterroot 
Range.
Public Law 88-^77, 88th Congress, S. it, Sec. li(b), September 3j
196Uo
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Use of the area for scientific investigation was recognized by 
Dr. Robert T. Orr in a 19h3 publication. He stated that the region 
"has a definite insular character from a biological standpoint, which, 
with the absence of evidence of general glaciation, leads to the belief 
that some of the elements of the fauna and flora may have lived through 
the Pleistocene without major disturbance,"^
The Magruder Corridor also offers potential for historical pur­
poses. For example, the presence of Nez Perce ]hdian campsites, teepee 
rings, and graves in the Corridor may provide a fertile ground for 
archeological studies.
The upper Selway River is the principal drainage in the Magruder 
Corridor. This river is one of the last wild, unspoiled watersheds in 
the Columbia River system. The river possesses excellent opportunities 
for natural and artificial spawning beds for anadromous fisheries, such 
as steelhead trout and chinook salmon.
Above Selway Falls in the Corridor there are about li09 miles of 
stream, including tributaries, that are suitable for spawning. Spawning 
and rearing sites are well distributed with excellent water and gravel 
quality. The upper Selway has been described as "the only major stream 
left in the Snake River drainage which supports anadromous fish runs, 
that still run free and clear during spring run-off.
The wild unspoiled qualities of the Selway River form an import­
ant wilderness characteristic of the Magruder Corridor,
^Letter from Dr. William L. Jellison to Dr. Robert T. Orr, 
August 7, 196S.
^Statement by Donald R. Orcutt, Magruder Corridor Public Meet­
ing at Boise, Idaho, December 16, 1966, pp. I5ii-1^6.
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These physical characteristics of wilderness stimulate less 
tangible land values which are sources of aesthetic pleasure and in­
spiration. These values are highly individual and are not subject to 
precise measurement. However, aesthetic and spiritual values are real 
and must be included in a description of the wilderness resource.
The preceding discussion has centered on the physical cuaracuer- 
istics that have contributed to the two alternatives of multiple use 
and wilderness use. Both sides have argued that their opponents are 
advocating a single-purpose activity? logging versus wilderness. Both 
have emphasized that their proposal would result in a multiplicity of 
uses. This chapter has shown that the physical characteristics of the 
resource would dictate a variety of uses regardless of the alternative 
chosen.
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CHAPTER III 
POLICY AND ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY
Management of the Magruder Corridor has been in dispute since 
it was excluded from wilderness status by order of the Secretary of 
Agriculture on January 11, 1963. However, the nature of the present- 
day controversy has been shaped by the evolution of natural resource 
policy during the past 7$ years. The attitudes contributing to the 
Magruder Corridor controversy were formed from early legislative 
battles.
The conflict may be generally described as an issue of resource 
preservation versus resource development. Examples of this type of 
controversy are numerous. The first direct confrontation of wilderness 
values with civilization occurred in the mid-l880*s when the House of 
Representatives voted down a railroad right-of-way request through 
Yellowstone National Park.
The wild country needed a champion as more conflicts began to 
develop. This capacity was ably filled by John Ifair, who founded the 
Sierra Club in 1892. His life's mission was educating his countrymen 
to the advantages of wild country.^
During the late nineteenth century, the conservation movement 
saw the emergence of another leader, Gifford Pinehot. Pinchot was
^Roderick Mash, Wilderness and the American Mind (New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press, 196777 p. 129.
18
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appointed Chief of the Bureau of Forestry in I898 and was the leading
spokesman for a sustained-yield timber policy. The argument that a
nation could have its forests and use them too appealed to even John
Mbir, who failed at first to recognize the incompatibility of timber
2production with wilderness preservation.
By 1891, the question of a general revision of the public land 
laws had confronted Congress for a decade. Through the efforts of a 
committee of the American Association for the Advancement of Science 
and the American Forestry Association, Secretary of the Jhterior John 
M. Noble was persuaded to recommend the passage of a law permitting the 
closure of certain forest areas from sale or entry under the Homestead 
Act. Although contrary to the rules of Congress, this provision (Sec­
tion 2ii) was introduced in a conference report.
On March 3» 1891, the Forest Reserve Act was passed with the 
conference committee "rider" attached granting the President authority 
to set aside public lands as forest reserves.^
This provision, a landmark in American forest legislation, was a 
complete departure from previous forest policy. John Ise in The Iftiited 
States Forest Policy stated that at that time "it is fairly certain 
that no general forest reservation measure, plainly understood to be 
such, and unconnected with other measures, would ever have had the 
slightest chance of passing Congress," The fact that members of Con­
gress failed to realize the importance of the measure and a number of
2Ibid.. p. 13U.
^John Ise. United States Forest Policy (New Haven: Tale Univer­
sity Press, 1920).
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other favorable circumstances account for the passage of the act by a 
generally hostile Senate.^
Since the act failed to specify the purpose of the reservations, 
considerable latitude was left for interpretation. John Miir felt that 
the act of 1891 was intended to preserve undeveloped forests. Gifford 
Pinchot saw the purpose of the forest reserves to be one of resource 
development.
The underlying conflict which split the ranks of American conser­
vationists soon became evident and laid the basis for future natural 
resource controversies. Examples are Hetch Hetchy, the Redwoods issue, 
and the Magruder Corridor controversy.
On February 22, 1897, President Cleveland proclaimed the estab­
lishment of 13 forest reserves comprising over 21 million acres by 
authority of the Forest Reserve Act of 1891. Included among the newly 
established reserves was the Bitterroot Forest Reserve, forerunner of 
the present-day Bitterroot National Forest which contains the Magruder 
Ranger District.
The February 22 proclamation was a temporary victory for wilder­
ness advocates since there was no mention of utilitarian objectives.^
The western resentment that resulted was justified in some cases since 
protection of the reserves was not provided, and local interests were 
not always considered.^
^Ibid.. pp. 117-118.
^Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind, p. I36. 
‘*’Ise, United States Forest Policv. p. 192.
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Senator Pettigrew of South Dakota presented an amendment for the 
protection and administration of the reserves at a special session of 
Congress called by President McKinley on March 15, 1897. The Pettigrew 
amendment was referred to a conference committee which was composed of 
men who were favorable toward the reservation principle. The bill re­
ceived the signature of President McKinley on June U, 1897. The Organic 
Administration Act of 1897 was a compromise, and a very important step 
forward in the formulation of resource policy. President Cleveland's 
proclamations were suspended for nine months, and the reserves were 
opened to mining. The act also outlined the principle of selling timber
7with reservation of the land as a basis for sound forest policy.
The act of 1897 stated explicitly that the reserves were to be 
used. With this legislation and the divergency between the utilitarian 
and preservationist viewpoints, a rise of popular interest in preserving 
portions of the American wilderness developed. The crusade for preser­
vation gave a sense of urgency and public appeal to the aesthetic and
g
spiritual values associated with wilderness.
Thus, the original statutory basis for the use and development 
of the Ifegruder Corridor is the Organic Administration Act of 1897.
On July 1, 1908, the Bitterroot Forest Reserve was divided by 
the establishment of the Neaperce and Bitterroot National Forests. The 
Salmon Mountain District, which is the present Magruder District, was 
administered by the Neaperce Forest until 1917 when the administration
'̂Ibid.. p. lai.
®Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind., p. I38.
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was transferred to the Bitterroot National Forest, However, the dis­
trict remained a part of the Nezperce National Forest.
In 1930 the name of the Salmon Mountain District was changed to 
the Magruder Ranger District in memory of Lloyd Magruder, a packer who 
was murdered in the area in I863. On April 7, 1931, the Magruder Dis­
trict was transferred to the Bitterroot National Forest where it remains 
at present. Since that time, the Magruder Ranger District has approxi­
mately maintained its present size of U62,03li acres. The Magruder 
Corridor constitutes 173,366 acres of this total.^
During the 1920's, the present-day Magruder Corridor was part of 
a vast ^  facto wilderness which straddled the Montana-Idaho border for 
over 100 miles. While an official wilderness classification was lacking, 
a strong movement for formal preservation was developing.
A wilderness philosophy comparable to that of Henry David Thoreau 
was formulated by Aldo Leopold, a forester concerned with wildlife 
preservation. Leopold's interest in presei-vation expanded into a view 
of man's responsibility to the rest of life, which he termed the "eco­
logical conscience," He viewed wilderness as a "base-datum of normality" 
which would allow man to make up for past resource exploitation.^^
Social conscience has been an important motivation behind the preserva­
tionist position in the Magruder Corridor controversy.
Leopold was a very effective prophet of preservation. Largely 
through Leopold's influence District III (Regional) Forester Frank C. W,
^Magruder Ranger District Management Plan, August 20, 1965, p. 2.
^®Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind, pp. 198-199.
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Pooler designated 57h>000 acres of the Gila National Forest in New 
Mexico to wilderness use on June 3» 192U.
Wilderness classification was at the option of regional foresters 
until July 12, 1929. At that time Forest Service Recreation Specialist 
J. Fo Kneipp issued Regulation "1-20" for primitive areas which offi­
cially initiated the policy of wilderness preservation.
The Forest Service thus became the first public agency to take a 
comprehensive approach to the establishment of wilderness areas. The 
regulation was amended slightly on August 7, 1930, and remained in 
effect until it was superseded in 1939 by the "U" regulations. Regula­
tion "1-20" stated that:
ihe Chief of the Forest Service shall determine, define, and 
permanently record . . .  a series of areas to be known as prim­
itive areas, and within which will be maintained primitive con­
ditions of environment, transportation, habitation, and subsist­
ence, with a view to conserving the value of such areas for 
purposes of public education, inspiration, and recreation.
The potential of commercial use was retained by stating that such 
uses "if properly regulated will not be incompatible with the purposes 
for which the area is designated." Regulation "1-20" reflected basic 
bureau strategy as well as an appreciation of wilderness values. During 
the 1920's there was a strong movement to expand the National Park 
system. However, the primitive area system served to lessen the need 
for carving new parks out of national forest land.
The Forest Service did not plan on the perpetual reservation of 
all primitive areas from commercial use. Primitive areas were never
^^ORRRG Study Report No. 3> "Wilderness and Recreation— A 
Report on Resources, Values, and Problems," (Washington: Wildland 
Research Center, Ihiversity of California, 1962), p. 20.
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recognized as a firm commitment in land allocation. % e  Forest Service
planned that boundary adjustments would be made in light of changing
12socio-economic conditions.
Misunderstanding of Forest Service land-use allocation intentions 
has caused considerable controversy over acreage and boundary changes in 
the reclassification of primitive areas. The lengthy classification of 
the Selway-Bitterroot in primitive status gave many people an idea of 
permanence that was never intended by the Forest Service. The contro­
versy that resulted from the reclassification of the area may be traced 
in part to a lack of understanding as to the meaning of Regulation 
"L-20".
The Magruder Corridor remained undeveloped until after a large 
fire in the area in 193U. At that time the Civilian Conservation Corps 
built a low standard road from the Bitterroot Valley through the Magru­
der Corridor to Elk City, Idaho. This is the main Corridor road of 
today. The section of road within the Corridor has three spur roads.
One spur terminates at the Magruder Hanger Station, a second serves the 
Paradise Guard Station, and a third spur winds to the lookout on Hell's 
Half Acre. The Forest Service later justified the decision to declas­
sify the Magruder Corridor partly on the basis of this road system.
At the time of the development in the Magruder Hanger District, 
Robert Marshall, Chief of the Division of Recreation and Lands in the 
Forest Service, was a leading crusader for wilderness preservation.
He was influential in the organization of the Wilderness Society on 
January 21, 1935. that same year he wrote:
T-̂ Ibid., p. 21.
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What makes wilderness areas most susceptible to annihila­
tion is that the arguments in favor of roads are direct and 
concrete, while those against them are subtle and difficult 
to express.
This initial development in the Magruder Corridor was lamented
by Bob Marshall in 1935 in the Wilderness Society magazine, The Living
Wilderness. He observed sadly that "the hammer rings in the COG camp
on the remotest waters of the Selway." In the same issue he went on
further to present the case for preservation by stating:
, . . because this [Selway-Bitterroot] is the largest possible 
forest wilderness which can yet be saved, because in preserving 
it no important economic values will be locked up, because 
truck trails do not seem to furnish the solution to the fire 
problem, it is strongly urged that this area be set aside as 
a great wilderness and that all the Forest Service truck trail 
programs within it be abandoned.lii
Marshall believed that wilderness could provide great psycholog­
ical and mental benefits. At the same time he recognized the inherent 
conflict between preservation and utilitarian demands and felt that a 
careful evaluation should precede every decision concerning wild 
regions.
In 1935 Bob Marshall sent a memorandum to Chief Forester F, A. 
Silcox asking for the immediate wilderness preservation of seven areas 
including the Selway-Bitterroot. For two and one-half years Marshall 
had been urging preservation of that "greatest of all potential wilder­
ness areas remaining in the II, S,, the Selway country.
^^Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind, p. 20li.
^Robert Marshall, "Three Great Western Wildernesses," The 
Living Wilderness. I (September, 1935), 10.
^^Bob Marshall, "Memorandum to F. A. Silcox," Lmediate Action 
Required for Wilderness Preservation on National Forests. May 16, 1935.
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There was, however, dissension within the Forest Service concern­
ing wilderness preservation. Major Evan Kelley, Northern Regional 
Forester, objected to Bob Marshall's proposal concerning the Selway- 
Bitterroot. Major Kelley wanted the question delayed until the next 
Regional Foresters* meeting slated for the fall of 1935* Chief Silcox 
agreed to this providing that the Regional Forester would "keep the 
bulldozers and graders out of the suggested primitive area.
On August 1, 193?, the Regional Forester wrote to the Chief, 
saying, "Why should we pay so much attention to Bob Marshall’s advoca­
cies? He is only one man of many thousands who have opinions in regard 
to the uses which should be made of the National Forests." He felt 
that a vocal individual, with an "overbalanced enthusiasm," was exert­
ing an unjustified degree of influence. Major Kelley defended the 
Forest Service truck trails as providing "a small amount of mileage 
that investigation and experience proves to be absolutely necessary to
the securing of a reasonable degree of forest protection in the back
17country of the Selway."
]ji November of 193? Bob Marshall conferred with the Chief, at 
which time agreement was reached concerning the establishment of the 
Selway Primitive Area.^®
On March 2li, 1936, Assistant Regional Forester E. F. Koch sub­
mitted recommendations for the primitive area boundaries. On April 10,
^^Letter from L» F. Kneipp, Chief, Division of Lands, to Regional 
Forester Eyan Kelley, July 23, 193?.
17Letter from Regional Forester Kelley to Chief Silcox, August 1,
193?.
^®Letter to Region One from the Chief, May 21, 1936,
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recommendations for the prlmltlTe area were turned in by Supervisor 
Go Mo Brandborg of the Bitterroot National Forest. On June 12, 1936, 
the Regional Forester forwarded the Selway-Bitterroot 
report to the Chief stating that "the boundaries are substantially as 
agreed upon by Mr. Marshall and me.
On July 3, 1936, during the Roosevelt Administration, the Secre­
tary of Agriculture through the recommendation of Acting Chief Forester 
Earle H. Clapp invoked Regulation "L-20" and established the Selway- 
Bitterroot Primitive Area» The primitive area consisted of 1,87^,306 
acres of the Lolo, Bitterroot, Clearwater, and Nezperce National Forests 
in Montana and Idaho.
The present-day Magruder Corridor could have been easily excluded 
from the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area at this time in view of the 
meager forces for preservation. However, the Forest Service chose to 
include the areas
Since the road over Nezperce Pass to the Magruder Ranger 
Station and Elk City, Idaho, completely traversed the head of 
the Selway drainage, it was considered by some to be the 
logical south boundary of the primitive area. Bit, because 
of the undeveloped country south of the road and the desire 
to keep that country undeveloped preceding further studies, 
it was included in the primitive area.20
This early decision to maintain continuity in the vast expanse 
of wild country from tiie Lochsa Rivy: ne Salmon River, produced
the substance of the Magruder Corridor controversy over 27 years later 
when the Magruder Corridor was excluded from the wilderness area.
^^Letter from Regional Forester Kelley to the Chief on June 12,
1936.
20Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Proposal, U.S.D.A., Forest 
Service, Missoula, Montana, August 29, I960, p. 3.
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Throtigh Marshall’s efforts a move was initiated to more clearly 
define Forest Service policy on primitive areas reflecting an increased 
aopreciation of their values and to counteract apprehension as to the 
true meaning of the vague "L-20" regulation. This resulted in the "U" 
regulations of September 19, 1939, which superseded Regulation "L-20".
Regulation "U-1" stated that upon the Chief’s recommendation, 
"national forest lands in single tracts of not less than 100,000 acres 
mav be designated bv the Secretar: as wilderness areas." Regulation 
"U-2" contained the same provisions, which were applied to "wild" areas 
of <,000 to 100,000 acres in size.^^
The fundamental differences between the "U" regulations and 
Regulation "L-20" were that the newer rules prohibited roads, commercial 
timber cutting, and required a minimum of 90 days notice of establish­
ment, modification, or elimination of classified areas. Regulation 
"U-1" provided that if there is?
demand for a public hearing the regional forester shall 
hold such hearing and make full report thereon to the Chief of 
the Forest Service, who will submit it with his recommendation 
to the Secretary.
A third regulation, "U-3(a)," was also issued on September 19, 
1939o This regulation was designed to provide for the administration 
of non-wildemess land known as "roadless areas." These tracts would 
be managed primarily for recreation in substantially their natural con­
dition, but timber cutting and roads would not be precluded. In later 
vears it was recommended by some Forest Service officials that this 
regulation be aoplied to the Magruder Corridor.
^^ORRRG Study Report No. 3, p. 21.
^^Ibid. 23ibid., pp. 21-22.
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The administrative regulations of the Department of Agriculture, 
"L-20" and "ÏÏ-1," represent landmarks in the crystallization of wilder­
ness concepts in the gradual evolution of preservation policy. For the 
first time size and the exclusion of development became explicit criteria 
in the definition and designation of wilderness areas.
The establishment of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area did 
not materially alter the existing policy of "custodial management" in 
the Magruder Ranger District, The isolation of the Magruder District 
precluded the immediate possibility of economic and social recognition.
The district, and its administration, did not exist in a vacuum 
after primitive classification. Outside attitudes and resulting polit­
ical pressures were to have a profound bearing on future management of 
the area. For example, the road system which was constructed in the 
Magruder Corridor around the time of primitive classification was to 
have important implications on future management in light of changing 
cone epts.
Since many of the primitive areas, such as the Selway-Bitterroot, 
had roads within their boundaries, the Forest Service in 19U0 began a 
process of boundary review to determine how roads might be excluded 
from wilderness areas. This procedure was delayed by World War II, but 
interest in wilderness management returned immediately after the war.
In December, 19U7, the office of the Chief of the Forest Service 
issued a new directive:
We wish to re-emphasize the importance of treating all primi­
tive areas just as though they had been established under Regula­
tions U-1 or U-2. . . , Consequently all existing primitive areas 
will be managed just as though they were classified under Regula­
tions U-1 or U-2.2U
^^Ibid.. p. 22.
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This policy has been the source of much conflict in the agency*s 
handling of primitive areas. Established use of roads which the Forest 
Service built under the old "L-20" regulation cannot be easily cur­
tailed,^^
Conflict also arose from the perennial problem of finding a 
common scale for the measurement of aesthetic and material values. As 
early as 1951 Howard Zahniser, executive director of the Wilderness 
Society, suggested statutory status for wilderness in an address to the 
second biennial wilderness conference. He felt that due to commodity 
use pressure too much land would be deleted from primitive areas as 
they were reclassified as wilderness areas.
In 1955» under Howard Zahniser* s leadership and with the cooper­
ation of the Sierra Club, the National Wildlife Federation, the National 
Parks Association, and the Wildlife Management Institute, a draft for a 
wilderness bill was prepared. Senator Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota and 
Representative John P. Saylor of Pennsylvania were persuaded by Zahniser 
to introduce wilderness bills to the second session of the 8Uth Congress. 
On June 7, 1956, Senator Humphrey and eight other senators introduced 
the first Wilderness Bill, S, h013.^^
The significance of this action lay in the increased confidraice 
of wilderness supporters that was necessary to take the offensive. 
Opposition to the bill arose from the feeling that a wilderness preser­
vation system would be too inflexible, locking up millions of acres for
^^Ibid,. p. 22.
2^J, Michael McCloskey, "The Wilderness Act of 196U? Its Back­
ground and Meaning," Oregon Law Review. kS (1965-66), 297.
'̂̂ Ibid.. p. 298.
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a small number of recreationists. Wilderness was very rarely opposed 
in principle, but questions of where and how much wildamess formed the 
nucleus of the opposition.
Acting Secretary of Agriculture E. L. Peterson felt that the
wilderness bill would act as "a protection against advocates of single
use" and called attention to the fact that "the pressures for single
use of specific national forest areas are growing tremendously." To
make the proposal acceptable to the Forest Service, a provision was
inserted at the Service's request declaring it:
. . . to be the policy of Congress to administer the national 
forests with the general objectives of multiple use and sus­
tained yield . . . the provisions of this Act are not contra­
dictory with those of the Act of June L, 1897.28
3h 1957 Dr. Richard E. McArdle, Chief of the Forest Service, 
testified before the House Subcommittee on Forests that:
The Department of Agriculture in reporting on currently 
pending wilderness legislation, recommended a substitute bill 
which included language substantially similar in several re­
spects to the bills before you today.29
The Forest Service felt that a wilderness bill was unnecessary, 
but that the multiple use provisions granting statutory authority for 
existing practices should be enacted. In 1958 the Service secured the 
introduction of a substitute bill.
All sides were apprehensive about the multiple use bill. Indus­
try was concerned about maintaining what it considered to be relative 
priority of "dominant" uses. The Forest Service denied a priority of
28J, Michael McCloskey, "The Hiltiple Use-Sustained Yield Act 
of I960," Oregon Law Review. Ul (1961-62), 52.
29lbid.
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national forest uses, but industrial interests felt that the act of 
1897 specified three primary uses : protection, favorable waterflow
conditions, and timber production. Forest industries were therefore 
concerned about maintaining the relative priority of what they felt to 
be the "dominant" uses. Preservationists, on the other hand, felt that 
the multiple use bill might obstruct wilderness legislation,^®
The House and Senate committees accepted the proposition that no 
resource would be granted statutory priority over the others. Wilder­
ness Interests were appeased by adding a new sentence in section 2 of 
the Multiple Use Acts "The establishment and maintenance of areas of 
wilderness are consistent with the purposes and provisions of this Act," 
Although many Congressmen wondered how seemingly conflicting uses 
could be reconciled under the concept of multiple use, a wide base of 
support was secured for the bill by Including a number of compromises 
in the legislation. With unusual unanimity for major-resource legisla­
tion the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act became law on June 12, I960, 
This law was the first legislation since l897 dealing with the purposes 
for which national forests as a whole e x i s t , T h e  act of I960 stimu­
lated the Forest Service to recognize a formal commitment toward mul­
tiple use management. This recognized commitment was a significant 
motivation behind agency attitudes in the Magruder Corridor controversy. 
The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act was conceived, developed, 
and passed in the environment of an intense political struggle between
^®The Living Wilderness (Spring, I960), p. 1&2.
^^McCloskey, "The Miltiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of I960,"
p, ^0.
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preservationists and commodity groups» The battle continued for over 
four years after passage of the act of I960. After nine years, nine 
hearings, and 6,000 pages of testimony, President Lyndon B. Johnson 
signed the Wilderness Act on September 3» 196L.^^
Appreciation of wilderness had grown from a restricted philosophy 
of a small group of romantics Into a broad national sentiment which re­
sulted In obtaining legal protection for wild country. The Increasing 
scarcity of wilderness had produced a growth in sentiment favorable 
toward preservation.
In 1963 the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area had been reclassi­
fied as "wilderness" under Regulation "B-1". The significance of the 
act of I96U to the controversy resulted from the automatic Inclusion 
of the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area in the %tional Wilderness 
Preservation %'stern upon passage of the act. The classification of 
the wilderness area was strengthened. Conversely, the status of the 
declassified area, including the Magruder Corridor, was also reinforced. 
The necessity of Congressional action In wilderness matters has made 
preservation efforts more difficult.
The Wilderness Act of 1961i is a statutory means of restricting 
administrative latitude for allocating a full range of uses, and is 
also a compromise involving conflicting interests and different defin­
itions of wilderness.
Several provisions in the act have a direct bearing upon the 
administration of the Magruder Corridor. The second part of the third
32McCloskey, "The Wilderness Act of 196li," pp. 300-301.
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section directs the Secretary of Agriculture to study the existing 
primitive areas to determine 'Hrhich are suitable, in whole or part or 
augmented form, for designation as wilderness areaso” The Secretary 
forwards his recommendations to the President who then submits his 
proposal to Congress, This work must be accomplished within ten years 
after passage of the act. During this time the primitive areas are to 
be administered as they were when the Wilderness Act was passed.
The fourth part of the third section stipulates that the Secre­
tary must give public notices of "wilderness area" proposals to Congress 
In the Federal Register and local newspapers. Public hearings are also 
required prior to the submission of the Secretary’s recommendations to 
the President. The first subsection of section li states that manage­
ment policies for wilderness areas will not interfere with previous 
acts.^^
Whether Congress intended to establish an exclusive statutory 
process for the reservation of wilderness areas on federal lands is 
uncertain. The act does not actually preclude the administrative 
reservation of land for wilderness purposes. The act simply requires 
congressional authority to apply the title "wilderness area" on federal 
lands.
In summary, four major pieces of natural resource legislation 
have been listed as relevant to the controversy. The Forest Reserve 
A-ct of 1891 provided the authority needed to include the present-day
^3public Law 88-577, 88th Congress, S. li, September 3, 196U.
^%cCloskey, "The Wilderness Act of 196Ii," p. 303.
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Magruder Corridor in a forest reserve» The Organic Administration Act 
of 1897 clearly provided that the forest reserves were to be used. The 
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of I960 gave further statutory basis 
for multiple use management. The Wilderness Act of 1961; reinforced the 
multiple use status of the declassified Magruder Corridor by requiring 
congressional approval for wilderness classification.
This legislative history gives evidence of a solid legal founda­
tion for the full development of the Corridor^s resources. Citizen 
efforts to include the Magruder Corridor in the National Wilderness 
Preservation l^stem must be viewed as a liberal move in the face of a 
long statutory basis for multiple use development»
For a period of 27 years after the 1936 designation, the boundar­
ies of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area remained unaltered» The 
next chapter will trace the events leading to the reclassification of 
the primitive area in 1963, This reclassification, with the resulting 
exclusion of the Magruder Corridor from wilderness status, stimulated 
the Magruder Corridor controversy.
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CHAPTER 17
RECLASSIFICATION PERIOD— 1936-1963
Early agitation developed within the Forest Service for boundary 
adjustment of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area. Many Forest Service 
officials felt that the boundaries were unrealistic in terms of existing 
development, and that the four forest supervisors involved had had 
little to say in creation of the area.^
]h March of 1939 Bob Marshall discussed the possibility of making 
another wilderness out of the country south of the Magruder road and 
naming it "Breaks of the Salmon Wilderness." However, Acting Chief 
Granger felt that any boundary adjustment should be postponed until the 
new manual containing new wilderness area standards was approved.
The next year criticism was directed at the Selway-Bitterroot 
Primitive Area on the basis of its vastness and inaccessibility. The 
need for reclassification was again brought out by Supervisor Jefferson 
of the Clearwater National Forest in January of 19U0 after the new "D-l" 
regulation was adopted.^
After several months of discussion favoring reclassification, 
Supervisor G. M. Brandborg of the Bitterroot National Forest received
^emo to Supervisors Phillips and Brandborg from Supervisor 
Jefferson, November 28, 1938.
PLetter to Regional Forester Kelley from Acting Chief Granger, 
March 2, 1939.
^Letter to Regional Forester from Supervisor Jefferson of the 
Clearwater National Forest, January 12, 19^0.
36
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a letter from Assistant Regional Forester Meyer H. Wolff stating that 
because of "sentiments and movements in regard . . .  to game management, 
construction of roads, etc. . . .  it has been decided that it would be 
unwise at the present time to indicate action" concerning the amendment 
of the wilderness area boundaries or redesignation under the new regu­
lations.^
In Iferch of 19liO the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area was being 
studied with the idea of eliminating roads for classification under the 
"U-1" regulation. Local opposition to the possible exclusion of roads 
in the area under the more restrictive "U-1" regulation had delayed 
reclassification up to this time. However, at the end of March the 
Regional Office concluded that approximately 1,^25,000 acres out of the 
existing 1,87?,000-acre area would qualify, and that public opposition 
was nonexistent.^
Reclassification activities were postponed as a result of the 
war, but in June of 19U6, Assistant Regional Forester M. H, Vfolff stated 
the desirability of adjusting the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area to 
the new "U-1" and "U-2" regulations. Because of the transecting roads, 
Mr. Wolff considered it necessary to split the primitive area into 
wilderness and wild areas. He still believed that reclassification 
was not urgent.
The Forest Service recognized that public reaction should be 
closely observed in the formulation of new boundary proposals. Wolff
^Letter to @ipervisor G. M. Brandborg from Meyer Wolff, February 
20, 19U0.
^Letter to Chief from the Regional Forester, March 28, 19U0.
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observed that "the advertisement that would be necessary may unneces­
sarily raise a hornet's nest" if the forest supervisors do not carefully 
feel out public sentiment by contacting the interested user groups.
Assistant Regional Forester Wolff stated the case for re-study 
of the area by saying;
These boundaries were hastily drawn by Bob Marshall and 
Ewan Kelley in a purely office consideration in Washington.
Marshall's pressing objectives were to stop further road 
construction and to include the highest possible number of 
acres.^
Mr. Wolff felt that most of the changes would be minor adjustments 
along the present boundary, but large drainages with a "high present or 
future commodity value" could be excluded if their absence would not 
affect the unity of the dedicated area.
Robert Marshall had previously established the principle that a 
wilderness boundary should be at least one-half mile from any roads. 
However, Wolff previewed the present Forest Service reaction to attempts 
to gain wildeiness status for the Magruder Corridor by saying, "an arbi­
trary boundary paralleling such a route one-half mile from it and not 
related to physical features otherwise is illogical." He went on to 
say that minor drainages should be excluded rather than locate the
7boundary along minor hydrographic divides.
Agitation for wilderness designation was gaining momentum, but 
no concrete plans or significant developments occurred until 1951t. The 
necessity for more stringent rules governing the huge primitive area
^Nbtes on the reconsideration of the Selway-Bitterroot Primi­
tive Area by M. H, W)lff, Assistant Regional Forester, June 18, 19U6.
7Ibid.
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was once again brought to the forefront when Regional Forester P. D. 
Hanson called for reclassification under Regulation "U-1" as soon as 
possible.®
In February of 19^U Howard Zahniser, executive director of the 
Wilderness Society, was invited to go to Missoula the following summer 
to review the progress and nature of the reclassification study, How-
9ever, the trip failed to materialize that summer.
As a result of discussion with wilderness enthusiasts, Supervisor 
Brandborg felt that sufficient flexibility had been shown to justify a 
meeting with the Wilderness Society to study the Forest Service propos­
als. He felt that the position of the Society should be known before 
opening the subject.
On March 21, 19SS, Howard Zahniser conferred with regional office 
and forest representatives. At this time a joint Forest Serviee-Wilder- 
ness Society inspection trip in the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area 
was planned to immediately precede the Wilderness Society Council’s 
annual policy and business meeting.
Howard Zahniser and five other council members in the company of 
Forest Service representatives conducted the field study from August 2$ 
to September 1, 1955• The tour consisted of car travel and a four-day 
horseback trip. After the on-the-ground inspection tour they returned
Q
Memorandum to Assistant Regional Forester R. U. Harmon from 
Regional Forester P. D. Hanson, February 18, 195U.
^Letter from P. D, Hanson to Howard Zahniser, February 1, 195U«
TOMemorandum to Regional Office from Supervisor Brandborg, 
September 30, 195U.
T^Letter to Assistant Regional Forester Harmon from Howard 
Zahniser, March l5, 1955.
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to Missoula for further conferences with members of the Forest Service
12staff. There was little discussion, at that time, about the area 
south of the Magruder road due to the necessity of coordinating plans 
with Region li concerning the Salmon River country.
The Wilderness Society expressed an urgent need for reclassifying 
the primitive area to wilderness status under Regulation "H-l". The 
Society was in agreement with the Forest Service that boundaries should 
be placed on ridgetops and that roaded areas should be excluded from 
wilderness classification. The reasons for adjustments were discussed, 
although no fixed boundaries were considered. The meeting concluded 
with an expression of the Society's desire for as large a wilderness as 
possible and tentative plans to establish a boundary for consideration 
the following winter.
On April 17, 1956, a map containing a proposed new boundary was 
forwarded from the Regional Office to the Clearwater and Neaperce Forests, 
The boundary, set along recognizable topographical features, was in gen­
eral accordance with the field discussions held the previous summer.
The national forests were directed to study the boundary and return 
comments about its suitability,^ The comments were aimed at preparing 
a preliminary draft of the new boundary plans for the Chief, and after 
his approval the proposal could be introduced to the public.
^^The Living Wilderness (Autumn-Winter, 1960-61), p. Ji6.
^^Forest Service Memorandum, Account of joint Wilderness Society- 
Forest Service field trip, October 5, 1955.
^Memorandum to Supervisors of Clearwater and Nezperce Forests 
from F. K. Stewart, April 17, 1956,
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On June 21, 19^6, Howard Zahniser submitted the Wilderness Society 
recommendations for reclassifying the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area 
to Assistant Regional Forester R. U. Harmon. These recommendations, 
resulting from the 19SS joint study, reflected a substantially different 
interpretation of wilderness values and provided a preview of the coming 
controversy.
Of the 13 original Wilderness Society recommendations concerning 
the primitive area, two are of particular significance as an initial 
statement of preservation policy which has been maintained up to the 
present time;
1, We recommend that the portion . . . south of the Magruder 
Road . o . be added to the present Idaho Primitive Area and the 
whole reclassified under Regulation U-1 as the River of No Return 
Wilderness Area.
2. We recommend that the southern boundary of the proposed 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area . . .  be so drawn as not to 
exclude any of the present primitive area north of the Magruder 
Road except those portions that are now within a half-mile of 
roads.
These suggestions essentially proposed two wilderness areas (see 
Figure III), one extending to the north, the other to the south of the 
Ifegruder road. The necessity of a ridgetop boundary was denied by the 
belief that;
. . . the Magruder Road and the two spur roads— to Paradise 
and to Running Creek— indicate the location of the boundary 
where they now penetrate.the primitive area. As effectively 
as any topogranhic features such a cultural feature delineates 
a wilderness.
At this time the fundamental difference was brought out between 
the Forest Service position that roaded areas must be eccluded, and the
^^Howard Zahniser, Selwav-Bitterroot Primitive Area— Official 
Recommendations of the Wilderness Society. June 21, 1956, p. 3.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
h2
SELWAY-BITTERROOT WILDERNESS AREA
Ms ff: Jt'£ ̂  f>â0
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WILDERNESS SOCIETY PROPOSAL
In 19*76 the Society recoTnmended that the portion of Area E 
north of the Magruder road (shaded red) be added to the Selway- 
Bitterroot Wilderness Irea, and that the area south of the road 
(shaded green) be included in the Salmon River Breaks Primitive 
Area,
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pro-wilderness belief that only the actual roads need be excluded.
Several weeks later the Division of Recreation and Lands in Wash- 
inÊÇton suggested that the Region review its proposals in the light of 
Zahniser*s recommendations to see if a proposal could be formulated that 
would more closely fit the idea of the Wilderness Society and still be 
acceptable to Region One and local groups.
On July 22, 19?6, a lengthy article was printed in The E^ily 
Missouiian concerning the reclassification of the huge primitive area. 
The author, Ted Hewitt, predicted that the wilderness area would be 
drastically reduced as a result of the many road penetrations in the 
area. He pointed out that the Forest Service expected to finish the 
study in early fall of 19^6.^^
In September, 1956, the Assistant Regional Forester circulated 
copies of the Wilderness Society recommendations to the four forests, 
and stated that the areas supposedly agreed upon for elimination were 
included in the proposed wilderness boundary of the Wilderness Society. 
Comments concerning Zahniser‘s report were solicited.
The report was discussed for several months at the regional level, 
Airing this period, on December 17, 1956, Region One prepared a map with 
a suggested wilderness boundary excluding the îfegruder Corridor.
In April of 1957 John Seiker, Chief of the Division of Recreation 
and Lands, outlined a three-step procedure for the completion of the 
reclassification job;
^^Ted Hewitt, "Huge Primitive Area is Slated for Reclassifica­
tion," The Daily Miss ouiian. July 22, 1956, pp. 17, 21.
^^Memorandura from Assistant Regional Forester Harmon to the four 
national forests, September 10, 1956.
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(1) Review the problem critically in the light of tmcovered 
facts and expressed opinionso
(2) Formulate a definite preliminary proposal with a clearly
stated management policy. State definitely what is to be
eliminated and what is to be kept in primitive status 
pending further study.
(3) After receiving comments formulate the final recommendation 
and forward to the Chief.
The reclassification activities were rapidly advancing toward the 
second step in this procedure. At this time, Assistant Regional Forester 
Harmon made arrangements in April of 19^7 for a meeting with the forests 
to confer on strategy for presenting the new boundary proposal. In May
the forests were sent a preliminary draft of the prospectus for review
19and discussion with key individuals.
On October 11 and 12, 19^7, îbward Zahniser again visited the 
orimitive area and participated in a conference at the Fenn Ranger Sta­
tion on Idaho' s lower Selway River. The meeting was held under the 
auspices of the Inland Empire Section of the Society of American For­
esters. The diversity of opinions presented at the conference fore­
stalled the release of the Forest Service reclassification proposal and
pngave a hint of the ensuing controversy.
^^Memorandum from John Seiker, Chief of Division of Recreation 
and Lands, to Region One, April 8, 19Ç7.
^^Memorandum from Regional Office to forests, May 31, 1957.
^^Personal interview with Harold E. Anderson, former Supervisor 
of the Bitterroot National Forest, April 5» 1967.
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Specific boundary adjustments were still being devised when Ed 
Barry, Assistant Regional Forester for Recreation and Lands, asked the 
Fire Control Division about the effect on fire control of a proposed 
road which would connect the road at Paradise Guard Station in the 
Magruder Corridor with the road in Running Creek»
The Fire Control Division determined that the road would yield
a positive fire control benefit, and that therefore the area bounded by
the Selway River, Magruder road, and Running Creek should be excluded
from the proposed wilderness area. This area comprised the western
21portion of the present Magruder Corridor.
The general Forest Service proposal for reclassification, show­
ing letter designations for various parts of the primitive area, had 
been presented from August 1957, to February 1958, to various organiza­
tions such as the Idaho Outfitters and Guides Association, and the 
Organization Council of Orangeville. In February 1958, Supervisor 
BLackerby of the Nezperce National Forest recommended that "Area E", 
containing the Magruder Corridor, be classified as a "roadless area" 
under Regulation "U-3(a)".
The Division of Information and Education had been working on a 
brochure advertising the Forest Service reclassification proposal, but 
held up further progress on the project in March 1958, pending review 
and approval of the report by the Chief.
‘̂^Meraorandum to Recreation and Lands from Fire Control, January 
22, 1958.
Memorandum to Regional Office from Supervisor Blackerby of 
the Nezperce National Forest, February 3> 1958.
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On March 10, 1958, the reclassification report, which had been 
drawn up by a five-man committee representing the division chiefs and 
forests, was forwarded to the Chief.
Sentiment was not unanimous for wilderness preservation in the 
Forest Service at this time. Axel Lindh, Assistant Regional Forester 
for Timber Management, pointed out that the primitive area contained 
over one million acres of commercial forest land supporting a merchant­
able stand of 7^ billion board feet of timber. Mr. Lindh felt that not 
only should timber use be analyzed in the proposal, but that an analysis 
should be made of wilderness versus multiple use for the entire area.^^
On September 17-18, 1958, Assistant Regional Forester W. ¥. 
Dresskell and Frank BLackmer of Recreation and Lands toured the Magruder 
District preliminary to recommending changes in policy.
They wrote a report which concerned hunting in the area. They 
concluded that the CGC roads did not provide adequate turnouts, access 
to off-road campsites and trail-end parking areas. A connecting road 
from Paradise downriver to Running Creek and up the creek to the exist­
ing road (see Figure IV) would further distribute hunters and provide 
an escape route over Nezperce Pass in the event of heavy storms.
The forests continued to alter their respective proposals, and 
in October Supervisor Blackerby of the Nezperce Forest changed his 
original recommendation concerning the Magruder Corridor by saying.
^^Memorandum to Recreation and Lands from Assistant Regional 
Forester Axel Lindh, March l8, 1958.
^^Notes concerning trip on the Magruder District by W, W. 
Dresskell and Frank Blackmer, September 25, 1958.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
U7
>SCL.WAV Bn*fC«M*OOT
30 N
29 N
20 N
2? S
iTTERBO.n n a t i o n a l FOREST
MAGRUDER CORRIDOR
' 0 Û H 0
FIGURE 17
PROPOSED RUNNING CREEK-PARADISE ROAD
Proposed connecting road from Paradise down the Selway River to 
Running Creek and up the creek to the existing road.
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"farther consideration also prompts us to recommend that Area E-Upper 
Selway be managed under our regular multiple use concepts rather than 
Regulation "U-j".
The need for further study was recognized by the Recreation and 
Lands Division^ In October 19^8, an additional man was hired to expe­
dite the reclassification study.
On March 6, 1959, a general preliminary report was completed that 
"•ras to be the basic document for the Chief “s information and the up­
coming public brochure. This proposal essentially reduced the primitive 
area to three-quarters its former size and recommended that the Magruder 
Corridor be placed under full multiple use status.
On March 17, 1959, Cohn R. Castles, Branch Chief in charge of 
Region One Management Plans, issued a memo criticizing the March 6th 
report. He felt that the report did not go far enough and went on to 
present three alternativesi
(1) Maintain the status quo by converting the entire primitive 
area to a wilderness area. This would involve abandoning 
the existing road network.
(2) Carry out the plan indicated in the report.
(3) Restore the area to full multiple use status and management.
Castles predicted that the second alternative, opening the Magru­
der area to logging operations, would trigger a political quarrel. The 
basic cause of this potential conflict would be the "economic dissatis­
faction" of Idaho communities and interests when the Corridor's timber
?5Letter to Regional Office from Supervisor Blackerby of the
Nezperce National Forest, October Hi, 1958.
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was hauled to Montana mills. He felt that in order to resolve the situ­
ation it might be necessary to force access up the Selway River to the 
Corridor.
Castles supported the third alternative by sayings
With a change of policy in respect to the management of this 
presently reserved area from a defensive, negative, and vulner­
able one to a forthright policy of creating economic wealth 
under sound multiple-use management, this area could provide 
all the uses now enjoyed in the area many times more,^°
Although Castles proposed the most radical departure from exist­
ing policy thus far presented, he did not entirely preclude the possi­
bility of recreational use in the primitive area. He felt that the high
27country of the Selway-Bitterroot could be managed for recreation.
I. Region's Original Proposal (January 28. I960)
The second alternative as presented in the report of March 6th 
was ultimately adopted by the Region. On January 28, I960, Regional 
Forester Chas. I. Tebbe submitted the Region's report on the proposed 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area to the Chief.
The study outlined three major goalss
(1) To reclassify the area.
(2) To establish a readily identifiable boundary on the ground. 
{}} To locate the boundary with the objective of minimizing
the threat of future conflict with other land uses.
A 1,163,555 acre Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area was proposed 
in the report. This figure included 26,260 acres outside the primitive
'̂̂ John R. Castles, Forester, Report Concerning Reclassification 
of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area, March 17, 1959.
2*7 Ibid.
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area. An area of 207,000 acres in the Salmon River Breaks (.Area B) was 
recommended for retention in primitive status. Areas considered unquali- 
fiea for inclusion in the wilderness area totaled û97,801 acres, 292,208 
of wnich were located in the Upper Selway (Area E). The idea of classi­
fying as U-j most of the primitive area excluded from wilderness status 
was discardedo The Regional Forester feared that the use of U-J as a 
'’holding category for large areas of questionable recreation value”
Would lessen the significance of the classification. Each part of tne 
excluded area would be analyzed for recreation values as part of the 
multiple use plans for the respective ranger districts
The proposed wilderness area, which was essentially that portion 
of the primitive area not traversed or influenced by roads, was divided 
into three topographical parts % 11; the east face of the Bitterroot
Range, (2.) the nigh country of the west face Bitterroot-Selway, Lochsa 
divide, and (3  ̂the lower country of the Selway River.
Area E (see Figure V) was separated from the wilderness area 
because of the existing roads and a long-planned connecting link down 
Running Creek and up the Selway River to the Paradise Guard Station.
The Paradise and Running Creek roads penetrated deeply into the northern 
part of the area, and regional officials thought that joining the two 
would help to secure an adequate elk harvest. Other potential benefits 
of the proposed connecting link included fire control access and mass 
recreation. Additional uses of the Corridor would be to provide a route 
for transmission lines through the Bitterroot Mountains, and allow timber
^^Report on Proposed Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area, U. S, 
Forest Service, Region Une, January 28, I960, p. 1.
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production on some of the commercial forest land in the area. The cut­
ting would be closely coordinated with recreational use. Multiple use 
plans would thus be prepared for Area E recognizing: (l) Recreation
values including wilderness use, (2) timber production on commercial 
forest land, and (3) the need for an access corridor for transmission 
l i n e s . T h i s  proposal was outlined by Clearwater Forest Supervisor 
Ralph Space with a number of maps before the I960 annual meeting of the 
Wilderness Society Council at Shoup, Idaho.
On August 29, I960, the Forest Service made public its proposal 
to reclassify the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area as a wilderness area 
under Regulation "0-1". The public notice was first published in The 
Daily Missoulian on August 29, and subsequently in the Clearwater Tri­
bune and Spokesman Review on September 29, I960. This public release 
of August 29, outlining the major boundary adjustments, was unchanged 
from the Region's report of January 28, I960.
The Forest Service proposal to establish the Selway-Bitterroot 
Wlldeitiess Area, thereby providing stronger protection against forms of 
development such as road construction and logging, received the endorse­
ment of wilderness interests. The most notable approval of reclassifica­
tion came from the Wilderness Society and its state affiliate, the 
Montana Wilderness Association.
Although reclassification was supported in principle, some of the 
specific boundary adjustments stimulated intense disagreement. The 
Forest Service boundary changes involving the deletion of L97,801 acres
^^Ibid.. pp. U, 32.
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from the primitive area were based on two major criteria: that roads
should be excluded from the wilderness area, and that the boundary 
should follow well-defined ridgetops.
The first criterion eliminated a substantial area from protected 
status including the 292,208 acres of Area E surrounding the Magruder 
road system. This specific exclusion has been the nucleus of the Magru­
der Corridor controversy ever since.
Taking into consideration the 26,260 acres outside the primitive 
area that were proposed for wilderness reclassification, the net reduc­
tion amounted to 1:97,801 acres. The wilderness interests were quick to 
voice their concern and disapproval of a reduction that represented 27 
percent of the original primitive area.
The Forest Service proposal of August 29 said that Area E "has 
many recreation values but does not qualify for inclusion in the pro­
posed wilderness area." The wilderness interests, on the other hand, 
opposed the deletion because of the significance of Area E "as an ex­
tremely important part of the wilderness both for its wildlife and 
general wilderness values."^®
These interpretations represented an intense difference of opinion 
since "an extremely important part of the wilderness both for its wild­
life and general wilderness values" did not "qualify for inclusion in 
the proposed wilderness area."
3Q*rhe Living Wilderness. "The Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness," 
(Autumn-Winter, 1960-61), p. 61.
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11. Wilderness Society Proposal (Fall. I960)
The Wilderness Society was the leading spokesman for the opposi­
tion. The Society proceeded to present a series of coiinter-recommenda­
tions in the Aatamn-Winter 1960-61 issue of The Living Wilderness which 
were quite similar to Howard Zahniser’s 1956 recommendations.
Once again the basic suggestions that the areas noi’th and south 
of the Magruder road be included in two separate wilderness areas, with 
the road serving as a common boundary, were presented. This proposal 
would have resulted in a l,Wt5,000-acre wilderness area, and a lOli,000- 
acre Selway Primitive Area adjacent to the 207,000-acre Salmon River 
Breaks Primitive Area south of the Magruder road.
The validity of constructing a connecting link between Running 
Creek and I^radise to insure a more favorable elk harvest was rebuked 
by the Society. The TÆldemess Society felt that only a small propor­
tion of the total elk herd in the Selway Management %it would be made
accessible by the proposed road. The opinion was expressed that a
heavier elk harvest could be obtained by providing more opportunity for 
hunters to use packs took. Ihe value of wilderness hunting was contrasted 
with more commonplace road hunting. Ihe road was also feared as a poten-
tial precedent for further intrusion into the wilderness area.
The first noticeable local dissent was registered by the owner of 
the Selway Lodge on the Selway River, He conferred with Supervisor John 
R. Milodragovich of the Nezperce Forest and expressed his intention to 
secure congressional support in order to "prevent this effort by the
^^The Living Wilderness (Autumn-Winter, 1960-61), pp. 5L-56.
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timber industry to violate the boundaries of the present primitive area." 
The Supervisor forwarded this information to the Regional Office on 
November 9, I960, to "indicate the first major effort apparent to us 
toward organizing opposition to the Forest Service proposal."
The amount of public interest in the proposed boundary modifica­
tions gave sufficient demand for a public hearing. In keeping with the 
study and classification procedure, the time and place of the hearings 
were announced in the Forest Service public release of August 29, I960. 
The hearings were slated for Missoula, Montana, March 7, 1961, and 
Lewiston, Idaho, on Iferch 9> 1961. A third hearing was later added at 
Orangeville, Idaho, on March IL, 1961. The stated purpose of the hear­
ings was to allow interested parties to make their views known to the 
Secretary of Agriculture on the Forest Service reclassification proposal.
III. Inland Bnpire Multiple Use Committee Proposal (February. 1961)
3h anticipation of the public hearing the Inland Bnpire Miltiple 
Use Committee, composed of six representatives of the Idaho forest pro­
ducts industry, prepared an alternative proposal for the Selway-Bitter­
root Wildeiness Area in February of 1961. This plan reflected a utili­
tarian land-use philosophy which differed markedly from the "largest 
possible" wilderness proposal of the Wilderness Society.
In overall figures, the recommendations of the Society would have 
resulted in a wilderness area of 1,^1^9,000 acres, almost twice the area 
of 862,110 acres suggested by the Inland Bnpire Multiple Use Committee.
The committee operated on the premise that wilderness is a valid 
use within the multiple use concept, but that those areas having a higher 
value for other uses should be withdrawn. Like the Wilderness Society,
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the committee commended the Forest Service for its reclassification 
proposal, but for an entirely different reason. Their approval stemmed 
from the proposed withdrawals since " . . .  the areas withdrawn have a 
higher integrated use value than wilderness value." However, the com­
mittee went on to express regret over the sizable area of commercial 
forest land inside the proposed wilderness boundary since "this land 
has a much higher value for integrated management of all resources than 
it does for wilderness alone.
The committee proposed that 808,060 acres be withdrawn from the
primitive area and reclassified as multiple use land. Approximately 70
percent, or 636,920 acres of the suggested deletion was estimatea to be
commercial forest land supporting a timber volume of over 1*.3 billion 
33board feet.
The committee included 182,110 acres of commercial forest in 
their wildemess proposal, mainly in the form of fingers of timber 
located along the tributaries of the Selway River. The reason for this 
was to provide the size and continuity necessary for fulfillment of the 
wildemess concept. There was no specific mention of Area E in their 
proposal.
As the hearings drew near, the leading spokesmen for wildemess 
preservation and industrial development were the Wildemess Society and 
the Inland Eknpire Multiple Use Committee, respectively.
Three hundred persons attended the public hearing at Missoula, U6
32The Inland Empire ftiltiple Use Committee, "Proposal for the 
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area," February, 1961, p. 2.
33Ibid.. p. 3.
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of whom presented testimony* Most of those who testified at the Missoula 
hearing were from Montana, On March 9, 1961, the second hearing, held 
at Lewiston, Idaho, was attended by about 2^0 persons. Most of the U6 
persons that testified were from Idaho, The final hearing was held at 
Orangeville, Idaho, on March Hi, 1961, Of the 150 people that attended, 
56 submitted testimony, most of whom were from Idaho,
Edward F, Barry, Assistant Regional Forester responsible for 
Recreation and Lands, opened the hearing by outlining and explaining the 
Forest Service proposal to establish the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness 
Area, He explained that the primary objective of the reclassification 
study was to create from the primitive area a logical wildemess unit, 
which could be managed as such.
He described the 207,000-acre Salmon River Face as an area separ­
ated from the proposed wildemess by roads. Because of this the Forest 
Service recommended that this unit be maintained in primitive status 
pending a joint study with the adjoining region.
Area E was considered a separate management unit from either the 
Salmon River Face (Area B) or the proposed wildemess (Area A) (see 
Figure V). Once again the potential Running Creek-Paradise road was 
defended on the basis of providing a high quality recreation experience 
for those who would otherwise be unable to use a large portion of the 
area. Although the possibility of future timber production was again 
brought out, the chance of classifying portions of Area E under Regula­
tions "U-1”, "U-2", and "Ü-3" was not precluded,
Statement by E, F, Barry, Assistant Regional Forester, Forest 
Service Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot 
Wildemess Area, March 7, 1961, pp, 13-25.
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Most of the ensuing testimony dealt with the general question of 
optimum wildemess size. Relatively little reference was made to Area 
E because most of the wildemess supporters were not yet widely familiar 
with the particular situation in the Magruder Corridor. Only a passing 
reference was made to Area E by most people, and the VfiLldemess Society 
emerged as the most articulate spokesman for the inclusion of the Upper 
Selway in the proposed wildemess area.
The Wildemess Society was represented at the hearing by Stewart 
Brandborg, director of Special Projects for the Society. Brandborg re­
emphasized the basic preservationist position conceming Area E— that 
the area south of the îfegruder road be added to the Salmon River Breaks 
Primitive Area and the area north of the road be included in the Selway- 
Bitterroot Wilderness Area, No one recommended that the Forest Service 
close the Magruder road to facilitate wildemess classification.
The area south of the road was described as "some of the finest 
scenic and wildlife assets of this region." The road to Hell's Half 
Acre Mountain Lookout constituted the only access in this area. The 
Wilderness Society recommended that this road be closed, or at least 
excluded from the wildemess area at the time of future reclassification.
The exclusion of the area north of the road from the proposed 
wildemess area was opposed by stating that "the existence of the pres­
ent roads does not warrant this exclusion, and it seems clear that no 
further road construction should be carried on down the Selway River 
and in the Running Greek drainage."
Brandborg summarized this argument by stating that Area E had 
not been significantly penetrated by roads, and is as desirable as
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wilderness as it was when the primitive area was established in 1936.^^ 
Other organizations lending explicit support for the Wilderness 
Society boundary proposal conceming Area E included the Western Montana 
Pish and Game Association, the Sierra Club, the Montana Wilderness Asso­
ciation, and the Ravalli County Fish and Wildlife Association.
Some of the strongest pro-wildemess sentiment was expressed by 
Miles Romney, editor of The Vfestem News in Hamilton, Montana. He sadly 
observed that most of "ttie proposed boundary changes would result in 
deletions rather than additions to the wildemess area. He went on to 
criticize the proposed Running Creek-Paradise connecting link and the 
elimination of Area E north of the Magruder road as “a dismembement 
in anticipation of something that may never happen, and which certainly 
never should happen.” After seriously questioning the agency's desire 
to protect wilderness values, Romney echoed the popular sentiment of 
the 1920's that stimulated the Forest Service Regulation ”L-20'' by 
recommending that wildemess areas be transferred to the National Park 
Service so that "protection of this priceless natural resource can be 
better assured.”̂
George Marshall, representing the Sierra Club, referred to the 
deletion of Area E in the H^er Selway as "the most serious loss to 
wildemess in the proposal." He described the exclusion of Area E 
north of the road as "an even more serious danger to the Selway-Bitterroot
^^Statement of Stewart Brandborg, Wildemess Society, Forest 
Service Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness Area, March 7, 1961, pp. 76-108,
Statement by Miles Romney, Forest Service Public Hearing with 
respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area, March 7, 1961, 
pp. 36-51.
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Wilderness Area," Marshall recognized early the concern which many 
wildemess proponents were to feel later on by saying:
There is a great difference between an existing simple and 
informal road winding through the mountains with natural condi­
tions extending out from the road, and the creation of a 20-mile 
mol tipi e-use gap between the two great areas of wildemess. 37
Morton R. Brigham of Lewiston, Idaho, expressed concem over the 
possible detrimental effects road construction and logging would have 
on the clarity and purity of the Selway River. His concem was based 
on the steep slopes and decomposed granitic soil that characterize the 
area. He advocated that the forest products industry make better use 
of mill waste rather -Uian "invade this fine recreational area" for 
timber.3®
Frank Cullen, member of the Idaho Fish and Game Commission, ex­
pressed anxiety over üie effect multiple use development might have on 
fisheries by stating that "the Selway River is the only major tributary 
of the Clearwater River system which still runs clear during periods of 
runoffs and is not subjected to excessive fishing pressure.
Opinions oriented toward a utilitarian philosophy ranged from 
support of the Forest Service boundary modifications to a categorical 
opposition to any form of wildemess designation of the Selway-Bitter­
root.
Statement by George Marshall, Sierra Club, Forest Service 
Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilder­
ness Area, March 7, 1961, pp. 113-138.
^®Statement by Morton R. Brigham, Forest Service Public Hearing 
with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wildemess Area, March 
9, 1961, pp. 316-369.
Statement by Frank Cullen, Idaho Pish and Game Commission, 
Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilder­
ness Area, March 9, 1961, pp. Ii39-li38.
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The strongest opposition to the establishment of the wildemess 
area came from mining interests. The Mining Association of Montana 
recommended that the Forest Service "suspend all further action on re­
classification of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area.
Clyde P. Fickes, executive secretary of the Upper Columbia 
Development Council, criticized the alleged inflexibility of wildemess 
classification since this would establish a policy in which "human use 
of the natural resources . . . will be prohibited for all time . , . 
regardless of any real need that may develop in the future.
A number of individuals and organizations supported the specific 
Forest Service proposal because of the feeling that the agency, by 
virtue of its long custodialship in management, is best able to make 
land-use decisions. For example, the Orangeville Chamber of Commerce 
endorsed the Forest Service proposal "as a step in the right direction 
and an effective compromise taking into consideration all of the respec­
tive interests i n v o l v e d . T h e  Montana Farm Bureau gave approval to 
the exclusion of Area E by stating:
. . . that area in and around Magruder Station should not be 
included into a primitive area but left as it is at the present 
time, with adequate roads for facilities to get through to Elk 
City.l3
^^Statement by Charles A. McKinley, Mining Association of Montana, 
Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness 
Area, March 7, 1961, pp. 109-113.
Statement by Clyde P. Fickes, Upper Columbia Development Council, 
Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wildemess 
Area, March 7, 1961, p. 288,
Statement by William B. Taylor, Jr., Orangeville Chamber of 
Commerce, Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot 
Wilderness Area, March lli, 1961, p. 878.
Statement of Henry Wilson, Montana Farm Bureau, Public Hearing 
with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area, March 7, 
1961, pp. 161-167.
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Royce Cox, chairman of the Inland Empire Multiple Use Committee, 
presented the committee's published proposal of February, 1961, at the 
Lewiston and Grangeville hearings. After criticizing the proposed 
wildemess area as being too large and inaccessible, he went on to 
commend the exclusion of Area E since "this area contains too many 
values to be restricted from intelligent management by being confined 
to wildemess area.
Ed Shults, manager of Tree Farmers, Incorporated, stood behind 
the committee recommendations by criticizing the inclusion oi one-fourth 
million acres of commercial forest land along the Selway River in the 
proposed wildemess area. After labeling the Forest Service analysis 
as inadequate, he pointed out that "failure to recognize the economic 
aspects in the establishment of the wildemess area boundaries would be 
an injustice to the people of the United States.
This brief survey of testimony indicates the diversity of opinion 
presented, and the conflicting interpretations as to how the Selway- 
Bitterroot Primitive Area should be managed. These initial expressions 
were to become the foundation for a continuing controversy over the 
decision of the Secretary of Agriculture nearly two years later.
The amount of public interest in the proposed reclassification 
of the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area was substantial. Over U,000 
individuals and groups submitted statements for the hearing record.
^Statement by Roy ce Cox, Inland Ehpire Multiple Use Committee, 
Public Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilder­
ness Area, March lit, 1961, p. 773.
^^Stateraent by Edward L. Shults, Tree Farmers, Inc., Public 
Hearing with respect to the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wildemess Area, 
March 7, 1961, pp. 1^-160.
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Over ÇOO parties were of the opinion that the entire primitive 
area should be classified wildemess. The Forest Service response was 
that much of the eliminated area may be managed in a near-natural con­
dition so that "the desires of many of this group will actually be well 
satisfied with the manner in which the excluded areas are managed under 
multiple-use plans."
Approximately 100 parties subscribed to the position that the 
wildemess should be restricted to areas devoid of natural resources 
for which a market demand may exist. Much of this type of sentiment 
was advanced by mineral interests fearing a harsher restriction on min­
ing under the new classification. The Forest Service pointed out that 
Regulation "Ü-1" did not preclude mineral surveys and prospecting as 
long as these activities did not violate wildemess objectives.
A total of 32 parties supported the Forest Service proposal.
Some of the support resulted from the belief that the agency was "cog­
nizant of all aspects of this problem and could approach it in an un­
biased fashion." Some of the endorsement came because the area opened 
to full multiple use development had been increased. Others accepted
the proposal as a large area of wildemess, but wished it could have
. _ U6been larger.
The Forest Service commented that the proposal of the Wildemess 
Society to include Area A north of the Magruder road in the proposed 
wildemess area is largely contingent upon the desirability of the Run­
ning Creek-Paradise road. The Wilderness Society opposed the construction
^^Memo from Regional Forester Boyd L. Rasmussen to the Chief, 
"Forest Service Analysis of the 1961 Hearings," October 18, 1961, pp. 2-3,
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of this road as a means of facilitating game harvest because only a small 
percentage of the total elk herd was located in the area that would be 
opened up. The Forest Service answered this by stating that the purpose 
of the road was to provide increased facilities for commercial and pri­
vate pack outfits.
In reply to fears that an unfavorable precedent of future intru­
sion would be set by the road, the Service stated that after the "logical" 
wildemess area is established, it would be altered only when found 
necessary in the public interest.
The Forest Service received a total of 3j07k form letters and 
petitions conceming the proposed reclassification. The influence of 
the preseryation-oriented groups was evidenced by the fact that 1,550 
of these letters supported the Wildemess Society proposal.
There were 258 signatures on a petition requesting that the wil­
derness boundary be drawn on the Montana-Idaho line rather than 10 miles 
east. This move was initiated by water users who were fearful that thf 
new "U-1" designation would curtail the use of irrigation water from 
the east side of the Bitterroot Mountains,
The Inland Snpire Multiple-Use Committee proposal was supported 
by 299 letters, and 967 were opposed to reclassification until further 
studies could be made. Most of the latter group desired a smaller, 
more accessible wildemess.
The vast majority of the preceding letters and statements were 
submitted by individuals. A total of 137 organizations and agencies 
other than private companies, also took a position on the Forest Ser­
vice proposal.
"̂̂ Ibid.. p. 13.
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The Wilderness Society position was endorsed by h3 organizations. 
These consisted mainly of sportsmen's and preservation-oriented groups 
such as the American Whitewater Affiliation, Idaho State Fish and Game 
Commission, Montana Wildlife Federation, Audubon Society, Mazamas, and 
the Montana Outfitters and Guides Association,
The Forest Service proposal was supported by 13 organizations. 
These included groups such as the Montana Chamber of Commerce, Montana 
Farm Bureau, and Western Montana Mine Owners and Operators Association, 
Ten groups were opposed to the wildemess concept except in those 
areas where such use would not conflict with the full economic develop­
ment of natural resources. Some of these organizations were the Idaho 
Mining Association, Idaho Wool Growers Association, and the Associated 
Industries of Idaho.
A total of 28 organizations felt that the entire primitive area 
should be reclassified as wildemess. This list included the Defenders 
of Wildlife, Mystic Garden Club, and the Isaak Walton League,
Four groups were specifically opposed to the Running Creek- 
I^radise road connection. The most notable of these was the National 
Wildlife Federation.
Eleven organizations recommended that the east boundary of the 
wildemess area be located on the Montana-Idaho line. This opinion was 
shared mostly by Montana-based water user groups such as the Bear Creek 
Water Users* Association, and the Montana Association of Soil Conserva­
tion Districts.
Ii8 Ibid., pp. 13-16,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
66
IVo Region’s Revised Report (October l8. 1961)
As a result of the opinions expressed at the public hearing the 
Forest Service initiated a re-study of its reclassification proposal.
On October 3, 1961, Assistant Regional Forester E. F. Barry sent a copy 
of the revised Selway-Bitterroot report to the four forest supervisors. 
He described the report as an intermediate step in review of the hearing 
testimony by the Forest Service and the Secretary of Agriculture, The 
importance of keeping the report secret until the Secretary’s final 
decision was emphasized since the “release of such information could 
result in embarrassment at any l e v e l . T h i s  land use classification 
change was signed by Regional Forester Boyd L. Rasmussen on October l8, 
1961, about seven months after the hearings.
The Forest Service recommended that the proposed wildemess area 
be increased from 1,163,5^5 acres to 1,197,720 acres. This reduced the 
deletion from ü97,801 to li63,636 acres.
The new proposal was quite similar to the previous one since the 
292,208-acre Area E was still excluded from wildemess status. The 
agency viewed the hearing testimony as representing two extremes— the 
idea that the proposed reductions were too drastic, and the opposite 
opinion that the proposal contained too much commercial forest land ana 
should be further reduced. The Forest Service felt that the new recom­
mendations would be a satisfactory reconciliation of these conflicting 
i n t e r e s t s , O n  November 1, 1961, this revised report was sent to the
^^Letter to Forest Supervisors from Assistant Regional Forester 
E. F. Barry, October 3, 1961.
^^Report Establishing Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area. U, S. 
Forest Service, Region One, October 18, 1961, p. 18.
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forest supervisors for their comments.
There was still considerable unrest over the possible exclusion 
of Area E. On December 6, 1961, îtorton R. Brigham wrote to Secretary 
Freeman and suggested that since the Forest Service had failed to re­
ceive bids on some timber sales, there was no urgency in opening up the 
more remote timber resources of Area
Dr, J. Frederick Bell described the Area E exclusion to the 
Secretary as being "bad enough but the maneuvers and manipulations of 
the Service have also engendered much resentment in this area." He 
went on to criticize the fact that the Missoula hearing was scheduled 
at a time when many could not attend because of the National Wildlife 
Conference in Washington, D, C. He also accused the Forest Service of
using a "back-up" policy in order to provide the illusion of making
<2honest concessions later on.
In November of 1961, the Region made estimates of the area of 
commercial forest and timber volume in Area E north and south of the 
Magruder road. An area of 9lt,670 acres supporting 670 million board 
feet lay north of the road, and 107,770 acres with 610 million board 
feet was located south of the road.
Assistant Regional Forester Ed Barry observed that most of the 
timber in Area E was still a long distance from adequate logging roads. 
He pointed out that several years would lapse before logging in adjacent 
areas would bring good roads close enough to give "a positive sturapage
^Letter to Secretary Freeman from Morton R. Brigham, December 
6, 1961.
^^Letter to Secretary Freeman from J. Frederick Bell, September 
16, 1961.
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value to the bulk of the timber in Area E."53
V, Recreation and Lands Proposal (December 11, 1961)
The Director of the Division of Recreation and Lands in Washington, 
John Seiker, was not satisfied with the revised land use classification 
changeo He recommended that 10ii,000 acres of Area E south of the road 
be classified as the "Selway Primitive Area" pending further study, and 
that the wildemess area be increased to I,2ii8,58? acres,
Seiker could see no urgency in the Region's argument for excluding 
Area E, and felt that a valid case existed for delaying the decision. 
Future timber needs should be appraised against future wildemess needs.
He felt that as long as doubt remained about the relative values, the 
question should be resolved in favor of wildemess, Seiker enforced his 
argument by stating that since the timber resources are not part of the 
Region’s current timber inventory, wildemess designation would not
ĉlireduce the allowable cut.
Regional Forester Rasmussen stated that there would be more pit­
falls in following Seiker’s proposal than in excluding the area as 
preyiously proposed. He believed that this recommendation would leave 
too narrow a gap between the road and the wildemess area to tne nuzrn 
The Regional Forester predicted a strong move to achieve wiiaemess 
designation for the remainder of Area E at the time of reclassification.
He went on to say that because the general area would satisfy wildemess
5^%emo to Chief from Assistant Regional Forester E, F, Barry, 
November 30, 1961,
'̂ M̂emo to Assistant Chief Edward P. Cliff from John Seiker,
December 11, 1961,
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needs, some areas should be devoted to intensive management of other 
resources with less restrictions on the type of use and travel methods.
In essence, the Regional Forester preferred to follow the previ­
ous course of action. He did, however, indicate that upon reviewing 
Area E, a U2,830-acre portion near the head of the Selway River would 
qualify for wildemess classification.^^
After over a year's wait for a decision following the public 
hearings, considerable anxiety developed among interested parties. As 
Royce Cox pointed out to Chief Edward P. Cliff, many people "can hardly 
be blamed now for their impatience in desiring some indication of the 
decision respecting such an important land use problem.
Bat the public was destined for an ersn longer wait. In May of 
1962 Congressman Wayne N. Aspinall, Chairman of the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee, asked the Secretary of Agriculture to delay 
all reclassification of primitive areas pending the consideration of the 
Wilderness Bill, S, 17U, by the Congress. Secretary Freeman agreed that 
no action on primitive areas, including the Selway-Bitterroot, would be 
taken until after the adjournment of the 87th Congress in the fall of 
1962.
VI. Region's Third Proposal (December 28, 1962)
Although no immediate action could be taken, Region One decided 
to utilize the delay period to re-study the revised proposal of October 
18, 1961.
^^Letter to the Chief from Regional Forester Boyd L. Rasmussen, 
April 6, 1962.
^^Letter to Chief Cliff from Royce Cox, May 1?, 1962.
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The third revision was nearly completed when the Regional Forester 
and the Chief had a discussion concerning the proposed wilderness area 
on December 12, 1962, As a result of the conference, there were changes 
in both the wilderness and primitive area boundaries.
On December 19, 1962, Assistant Regional Forester E, F, Barry 
sent a note to the Chief indicating that the wilderness area would be 
increased by a 37,380-acre Paradise-Running Creek addition and a b,7L0- 
acre Old Man-Big Stew addition. This resulted in a net addition to the 
wilderness area of ii2,120 acres. The proposed Salmon River Breaks 
Primitive Area was changed by the 32,830-acre Benjamin Creek elimination
and the U2,700-acre Upper Selway addition, for a net increase of 9,870
<7 acres,^
On December 28, 1962, Regional Forester Rasmussen forwarded the 
land use classification change recommending a l,239,8UO-acre wilderness, 
a primitive area of 216,870 acres, and the declassification of 2ill,6&6 
acres, including Area
Nearly two years after the public hearings. Secretary Orville L, 
Freeman released his decision establishing the Selway-Bitterroot Wilder­
ness Area under Regulation ”U-1" on January 11, 1963. The details of 
this classification order were unchanged from the Region's report of 
December 28, 1962,
The stated objective of reclassification was to classify as 
wilderness those areas "which are predominantly valuable for wilderness
^^Note to Chief from Assistant Regional Forester E, F. Barry, 
December 19, 1962,
58Selway-Pitterroot Primitive Area— Land Use Classification 
Change. U, S. Forest Service, Region One, December 28, 1962.
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and to declassify those areas deemed to be predominantly valuable for 
multiple-use management."
In making this important multiple use decision, the present and 
anticipated demand for wilderness was considered. The argument for the 
reductions was strengthened by the fact that some Lg million acres of 
wilderness, wild, and primitive areas were located in Montana and 
Idaho.
On January 11, 1963, the Wilderness Society was sending a tele­
gram to Secretary Freeman when it learned the decision had been made. 
The telegram raised the issue of bureaucratic secrecy;
From Capitol Hill sources we have learned that you are 
facing a decision on the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness 
Area. . . .  No public information on the Forest Service recom­
mendations . . . has been made available since the Regional 
Forester's proposal was first announced on August 29, I960.
We thus have no detailed information. . . . Accordingly, before 
you make a decision . . .  we urgently request . . . detailed 
information on the proposals and to comment on these from our 
viewpoint regarding the public interest in wilderness preserva­
tion. 59
The Society was criticizing the lack of public information about 
post-hearing proposals which the Forest Service prepared and finally 
submitted to the Secretary.
The established wilderness area differed substantially from the 
previously described proposals. For purposes of comparison, the fol­
lowing table is presented (Table III).
In summary, the reclassification procedure was as follows ;
1. The Forest Service made an inventory of the resources and 
an analysis of the values to be obtained under wilderness
^^The Living Wilderness (Winter-Spring, 1962-63), pp. 32-33*
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TABLE III
COMPARISON OF PROPOSALS TO RECLASSIFY THE 
SELWAY-BITTERROOT PRIMITIVE AREA
Acreage
Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area 1,868,356
1. Region's Original Proposal
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area 1,163,555
Breaks Primitive Area 207.000
Total 1,370,555
Net Declassified 197,801
2. Wilderness Societv Proposal
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area i,lUt5,ooo
Breaks Primitive Area 207,000
Selway Primitive Area lOU.OOO
Total 1,756,000
Net Declassified 112,356
3. Inland Bnpire Multiple Use Committee
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area 803,1i90
Martin Wild Area 58,620
Breaks Primitive Area 207.000
Total 1,069,110
Net Declassified 799,2l&6
li. Region's Revised Proposal
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area 1,197,720
Breaks Primitive Area 207.000
Total 1,1x61x ,720
Net Declassified 163,636
Recreation and Lands Uses Proposal
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area 1,21x8,587
Breaks Primitive Area 207,000
Selway Primitive Area lOU.OOO
Total 1,559,587
Net Declassified 308,769
6. Region's Third Proposal (signed by the Secretary)
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area 1,239,81x0
Breaks Primitive Area 216.870
Total 1,1x56,710
Net Declassified 1x11,61x6
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and alternative types of management.
2. Nearby lands were examined for their suitability for 
wilderness use.
3. Interested organizations and individuals were informed 
of the study, and invited to offer recommendations.
U, The Forest Service published its study report and announced
the time and place of the public hearing.
5. The Forest Service analyzed the hearing record and then
submitted its revised proposal to the Secretary of Agri­
culture. The Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area was 
established through this procedure on January 11, 1963.
% e  Forest Service had thus received its cue from the Secretary 
and began planning for the multiple use development of the declassified 
areas. The on-the-ground application of multiple use involved an elab­
orate land-use zoning process, particularly in the case of Area E.
Meanwhile the wilderness interests were extremely unhappy about 
the exclusion of itll,6U6 acres through what they felt to be a "closed 
door" decision. This decision was not accepted by preservation-oriented 
groups and individuals, as evidenced by the ensuing Magruder Corridor 
controversy.
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CHAPTER V 
THE MAGRUDER CORRIDOR CONTROVERSY
The decision of the Secretary of Agriculture declassifying 
Uii6,906 acres of the former Selway-Bitterroot Area was met by an imme­
diate resoonse from the Wilderness Society, Howard Zahniser, executive 
director, in a special January l6 memorandum hailed the wilderness 
classification, but strongly objected to the extensive deletion. He 
also stated that Secretary Freeman signed the Forest Service reclas­
sification proposal without adequate public review.
Mr, Zahniser recommended that interested individuals and groups 
protest the Secretary's decision, and request public access to the 
Forest Service management plans affecting the declassified lands.
These views were more widely publicized in the Winter-Spring 
1962-63 issue of The Living Wilderness. Zahniser's editorial, expres­
sing regret over the loss of 22 percent of the original area, served as 
a rallying cry for preservationists. Most of the concern was caused by 
the exclusion of Area E, which was described as being primarily valuable 
for wilderness use.
The editorial stimulated an intense flood of protest letters to 
Secretary Freeman. The official response was that the decision repre­
sented the best possible reconciliation of conflicting group interests 
consistent with the available facts. The protests were viewed as a 
natural consequence of the impossibility of satisfying the demands of 
every group.
71
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Senator Mike Mansfield (D-Montana) was asked to prevail upon the 
Secretary for a review of his decision. The Forest Service replied to 
the Senator that since a public hearing was held, and since the action 
taken was the result of a long study, a review was not needed.
The protests continued at a rate that prompted the Washington 
office of the Forest Service to draft a form letter for the purpose of 
expediting a standard reply,
Mûch of the concern was generated by the possible detrimental 
effects of logging and road construction on the Selway River fisheries. 
In December 1963, John R, Woodworth, director of the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department, informed the Bitterroot Forest Supervisor that the depart­
ment was in the third year of an eight-year chinook salmon réintroduc­
tion program in the Selway River drainage. The Selway was chosen for 
its good flow conditions and lack of siltation "which are characteris­
tics of streams outside of logged areas." The supervisor's reply, 
indicating the extreme care that would be exercised, served to convince 
Woodworth of the feasibility of the multiple use plans.^
]h general there was a lack of massive organized opposition to 
the decision at this time. Although Area E had been declassified and 
was legally open to full multiple use development, the possibility of 
road construction and logging seemed remote. Those who had been used 
to the Upper Selway being in primitive status found difficulty in vis­
ualizing clearcut blocks and logging roads in the area. The declassi­
fication alone was not sufficient to stimulate large-scale organized
^Letter from John R. Woodworth, director of the Idaho Fish and 
Game Department to Bitterroot Forest Supervisor Harold E, Anderson, 
December 31, 1963.
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opposition. Another more fundamental reason existed for a delay of the 
conflict that was to come. In 1963 wilderness proponents were engaged 
in an intense struggle to secure passage of the Wilderness Bill. This 
was their over-riding concern, and other resource issues would have to 
wait until the bill became law.
The Forest Service, acting within its newly authorized adminis­
trative sanction, began planning for the multiple use development of the 
declassified areas. The planning was activated by the effects of the 
I960 Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act. The administrative application 
of the act involved a zoning process, with written management prescrip­
tions for each zone.
The 173,366-acre declassified portion of the Magruder Ranger
District, known as the Ifegruder Corridor, was divided into five major
2management zones :
High Area Zone 31,700 acres
General Forest Zone 117,600 acres
Riverbreak Zone lii,866 acres
Travel Influence Zone 8,600 acres
Stream Influence Zone 6OO acres
In 1962, before the reclassification, the Forest Service began 
an inventory of the timber resources in the Magruder Corridor, The 
first step was a Stage I survey based on aerial photo interpretation 
and ground plot examination. In 1963 the more detailed Stage II survey 
was completed. The timber data obtained was based on over 6OO ground 
plots which were located in the Corridor's Deep Creek drainage. The 
first timber sale on the district, the Slow Gulch sale, was marked in 
the summer of 1963 with the idea of advertising it in the fall.
^Magruder Ranger District Fact Sheet, January 12, 196^.
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Recognizing the potential controversy, Supervisor Anderson directed 
that the sale be delayed until the following year.^
The multiple use plan for the Magruder Ranger District was com­
pleted in June, 196L. The following fall Regional Forester Neal Rahm 
held a five-day field review in the Corridor with members of the regional 
and forest staffs. Suggestions were made to strengthen the plan. They 
also decided that no timber sales would be planned for at least two 
years,^
The execution of the Forest Service management plan depended 
upon an adequate transportation system. With the ultimate objective of 
improving the 30-year-old Civilian Conservation Corps road from Ikrby 
to Elk City the Forest Service awarded the first road reconstruction 
contract in September, 196&, This $3^0,000 contract was for 6,^ miles 
of two-lane road between Peyton Rock and the Montana-Idaho state line 
on Nezperce Pass. This initial reconstruction, which extended to the 
eastern edge of the Magruder Corridor, was slated for completion in the 
fall of 196^,
An increasing number of Forest Service vehicles and survey crews 
in the îfegruder Corridor had been noticed by interested citizens, but 
there was still little realization that road reconstruction was about 
to begin.
In September of 196U an incident took place that was to have a 
profound effect upon the development of the controversy. The Kelsey
^Personal interview with Robert Siackleford, Magruder District 
Ranger, April 1968,
^Letter from Regional Forester Neal Rahm to the Chief, June 8,
1965,
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Milner family from Hamilton was camping in the Selway as they had been 
every year since the summer of 1952, Over the years they had acquired 
a deep attachment for the Selway River country, with a particular af­
fection for its wild quality. Their first awareness of the Forest 
Service plans came abruptly in the middle of the night when they were 
awakened by the sound of a bulldozer.
Acting on the premise that the primary value of the Magruder 
Corridor is wilderness and that development is inconsistent with that 
use, Mrs. Milner began to seek others with similar attitudes.
On September 20, 196k » 12 Montanans met at the Lochsa Lodge in 
Idaho to discuss the possibility of returning Area S to a protected 
classification. At this time a citizen ^  hoc group known as the "Save 
the Upper Selway Committee" was fomed. Mrs. Doris Milner was elected 
chairman, Harry Palmer of Lewiston and Don Aldrich of Missoula were 
elected co-chairmen in recognition of the difficulty in getting people 
from distant communities together, G. M. Brandborg, retired Bitterroot 
Forest aipervisor intimately familiar with the internal workings of the 
agency, was also a charter member of the committee. There was no formal 
organization or official membership list. The title of the committee 
reflected its preservationist objectives,
Morton R, Brigham's "North Idaho Wilderness Committee" of Lewis­
ton was looked upon as a means of organizing opposition in Idaho to the 
Forest Service plans. This small but efficient group became the sister 
organization of the "Selway Committee" acting in concert but without 
formal merger.
^First minutes of the "Save the Upper Selway Committee" compiled 
by Ruth Brandborg, September 20, 1961i,
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The committee, at its first meeting on September 20, adopted 
several lines of action. Letters concerning Area E were requested from 
each of the official conservation organizations. In particular, the 
cooperation of the Wilderness Society was solicited. In addition, a 
brochure expressing the preservationist viewpoint was planned for public 
distribution.
The ultimate objective of the committee was to include Area E in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Originally Mrs. Milner 
was very naive and optimistic. She felt that "saving" the Upper Selway 
would be a fairly easy task. However, the passage of the Wilderness 
Bill on September 3, 196U, complicated the achievement of the goal, and 
necessitated the accomplishment of a number of intermediate objectives 
before the final goal could be realized.
The new wilderness act greatly reinforced the bargaining power 
of the Forest Service. The "seamless web" of congressional action was 
now required for wilderness designation, rather than through the former 
administrative regulations. The Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area was 
automatically included in the National Wilderness Preservation System 
upon passage of the act, thereby strengthening the classification. At 
the same time, the legal status of the excluded area, as declassified 
forest land open to multiple use development, was similarly reiniorcea.
The initial objective of the "Save the Upper Selway Committee," 
as a step toward reversing the Secretary's decision, was to prevent the 
reconstruction of the road into the Magruder Corridor. This delay would 
allow further consideration of the question of classifying Area E as 
wilderness.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
80
The chairman of the coTrunittee, Doris Milner, compiled a list of 
those who were known to be familiar with the Selway, and hopefully sym­
pathetic with the preservationist cause. Mrs. Milner wrote letters to 
these people asking them to urge Secretary Freeman and their Congressmen 
to halt reconstruction of the road.
The immensity of the letter-writing job pointed to an increasing 
need for a brochure for mass distribution. Work began on the brochure 
with the cooperation of the Wilderness Society.
On November 11, 1961;, Doris Milner sent the Society a rough lay­
out of the folder entitled "Save the Wilderness of the Upper Selway." 
Financial assistance was requested for the printing of 10,000 brochures, 
with the promise that the Society would be reimbursed with contributions.^
The Wilderness Society accepted the financial obligation but 
emphasized the importance of maintaining the secrecy of their participa­
tion. The Society stressed that local efforts would be more influential 
in effecting a policy change than a movement instigated by a national 
organization. Local esprit de corps would also be heightened if the 
Society's part was played down.^
As the brochure was being prepared the small "Save the Upper 
Selway Committee" took steps to broaden its base of support. While 
charging that the Secretary's decision was made as a result of pressure 
from the timber industry, members of the committee began to solicit the 
help of user groups that were interested in specific resources of the
better from Doris Milner to Stewart M. Brandborg, Executive 
Director of the Wilderness Society, November 11, 1961;.
^Letter from Stewart Brandborg, Executive Director of the 
Wilderness Society, to G. M, Brandborg, November 2^, 1961;.
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Î4a^nider Corridor. The plea for support was directed, for example, at 
those concerned with white water river-rafting rather than wilderness 
use as such.
The committee's ambitious letter-writing efforts were successful 
in securing the endorsement of its position by several national conser­
vation groups, such as the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs and the 
Wilderness Society, before the end of the year. Members of these groups 
were requested to direct correspondence to the Forest Service urging a 
review of the Secretary's decision.
The initial Forest Service reply to preservationists came out 
with undiminishing firmness:
The Secretary made his original decision after a careful 
review of the situation. The basic conditions have not 
changed since then and multiple use programs are therefore
authorized,8
But preservationists were not to be appeased by this answer. In 
December 196ii, Morton R. Brigham of the North Idaho Wilderness Federation 
began to accumulate cost and timber growth data for the purpose of show­
ing that logging would not be economically feasible in the Corridor.
Upon discovering that the annual allowable cut in the Magruder 
Corridor was to be 12 million board feet Brigham, a mill designer by 
profession, produced mill production figures to make the allowable cut 
appear insignificant. He pointed out that 12 million feet would sustain 
a stud mill with one headrig for only 12 weeks. He further stated that 
logging would not significantly benefit game management since, according
^Letter from Chief Edward P, Cliff to Senator Mike Mansfield, 
November 30, 19%.
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to a Clearwater Game Study Report, timber harvesting would affect
only 8.5 percent of the Selway elk herd.^ At the same time Doris Milner 
began a policy of having her committee represented at as many conserva­
tion meetings in Ifcntana and Idaho as possible.
These efforts were successful in increasing the volume of letters 
to the Forest Service, most of which were written by individuals. The 
Service continued to defend the reconstruction as being necessary to 
provide a safe road with alignment that would permit speeds of 25-35 
miles per hour. It emphasized that as the timber is harvested other 
resources would be protected in accordance with the multiple use plan. 
The timber would be hauled to Darby, Montana, thereby providing consid­
erable economic benefit to Ravalli County.
The conflict continued to intensify, prompting Regional Forester 
i'ieal Rahm to recommend action in January 1965. Due to uncertainty con­
cerning the potential size of the controversy, Mr. Rahm felt that the 
conflict should be handled in conjunction with comparable situations in 
other regions, with guidance from the Chief. There was no choice but 
to proceed with the multiple use program for the area, according to the 
Regional Forester.
A potentially large-scale controversy was also recognized at the 
forest level by Bitterroot Forest Supervisor Harold E. Anderson. He 
viewed the "Save the Upper Selway Committee" as a vocal minority intent 
upon classifying the area for their particular use through a highly 
emotional appeal.
9Letter from Morton R. Brigham to Doris Milner, January 6, 1965.
T-Oletter from Regional Forester Neal M. Rahm to Senator Mike 
Mansfield, December 18, 1961:.
^^Letter from Regional Forester Rahm to the Chief, January ll|, 1965.
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The supervisor expressed the opinion that railtiple use planning, 
including the advertisement of a timber sale during the summer of 196?, 
should proceed unless instructions to the contrary were received. As a 
line of action he recommended that the Forest Service contact and work 
with specific user groups, such as the Inland Empire Multiple Use Com­
mittee, Western Wood Products Industries, Northwest Mining Association,
state and national stockgrowers' groups, private power companies and 
12state granges.
Encountering this determined Forest Service position, coupled 
with a lingering resentment over what was felt to be a "closed door" 
reclassification decision, preservationists revised their strategy.
They decided to bypass the Forest Service and direct their efforts 
toward high decision-making points in the Executive Branch of the gov­
ernment, such as the Secretary of Agriculture, via their congressional 
representatives.
A vigorous letter-writing campaign to the Montana and Idaho con­
gressional delegations was begun immediately by the Selway committee.
The representatives were told that wilderness and wild rivers are more 
enduring values than the small amount of marginal timber in the Corridor. 
They were urged to "restrain eager resource managers from committing an 
irrevocable act" so that the area could be re-studied for possible in­
clusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.
1 ?Problem analysis by Bitterroot Forest Supervisor Harold E. 
Anderson, January 11, 196?.
^^letter from Dr. Kelsey C. Milner to Senator Mike Mansfield, 
January 12, 196?.
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Wilderness proponents began to experience a quiet desperation as 
they viewed the implementation of the multiple use plan as a move beyond 
the point of no return. They considered Secretary Freeman to be their 
only hope, but they were disturbed by an unchanging explanation of his 
decision. The congressional delegation continued to be noncommittal as 
they waited for a clear indication of popular opinion on the issue.
The local committees took further steps to present a broader base 
of support to the Montana and Idaho delegations. The names of Selway 
users were sought, as well as the publication of the preservationist 
argument in national periodicals such as the National Wildlife Federa­
tion 's Conservation News.
Concern over the effects of logging and road construction on 
fisheries was expressed by Mort Brigham. On January l8, 1965, he mimeo­
graphed a table showing the approximate cost of rehabilitating the 
Chinook salmon run in the Selway River. Doubt was expressed as to 
whether or not the spawning beds would be covered with silt from up­
stream logging after over a million dollars and five years time had 
been spent to rehabilitate the runs.
On January 10, 1965, Doris Milner received the Solway brochures 
from the Wilderness Society. After listing the wilderness attributes 
of Area E the leaflet presented an emphatic plea for assistance, suggest­
ing various lines of action. This small well-designed brochure served 
as an effective means of spreading the preservationist viewpoint.
The County Commissioners of Ravalli County, Montana, viewed thp 
Selway committee as a single-interest group with an unbalanced enthusi­
asm that could cause the county irreparable economic losses. Thev
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emphasized the importance of the Corridor’s timber in supplying the local 
mills.
On January 23, Doris Milner presented the case for preserving the 
Uoper Selway before the Eighth Annual Meeting of the Itontana Wilderness 
Association. Basing much of her argument on President Lyndon Johnson's 
State of the Union address endorsing conservation, Mrs. Milner's state­
ment was highly effective in securing the financial and moral support of 
the Montana Wilderness Association.
By the end of January, Mrs. Milner's persuasive correspondence to 
the leaders of numerous conservation groups had resulted in various de­
grees of support from the Western Montana Fish and Game Association, the 
Sierra Club, the Montana Wilderness Association, the Idaho Wildlife 
Federation, the Ravalli Fish and Wildlife Association, and the American 
%itewater Affiliation. The membership lists of these organizations 
were acquired for the purpose of encouraging these people to write 
Secretary Freeman protesting the decision.
On January 29, the Wilderness Society began the process of mail­
ing 7,000 copies of the Selway committee's brochure to Society members 
in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, and Colorado. This was done at 
two-week intervals in order to keep the issue before the Secretary. On 
the same day Doris was authorized by the committee to order 1,000 re­
prints of a pro-wildemess editorial which appeared in the January 27 
issue of Hamilton's Western News. Michael McCIoskey, northwest conser­
vation representative of the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, was 
asked to serve as an agent for distributing the Selway brochures.^
^^Minutes of the "Save the Upper Selway Committee" meeting, com­
piled by Ruth Brandborg, January 29, 1965.
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The pressure directed toward the Montana and Idaho congressional 
delegations produced the first tangible results in early February when 
Montana Representative Arnold Olsen of the Western District offered his 
support to the preservationist cause. Ifr. Olsen appealed to the Secre­
tary by saving, "Mr. Secretary, you are the only authority who can stop 
the Forest Service from logging the central portion of the wilderness 
area."^^
Mort Brigham resumed his attack on the Forest Service plans bv 
continuing to assemble comparative figures for the purpose of minimizing 
the timber production in the Magruder Corridor. He discovered that the 
Upper Selway sawtimber production is doubled on the east slope of the 
Cascades and exceeded by seven times on the west slope.
While Brigham was devising his economic argument, others were 
producing economic figures in support of the multiple use plans. Ame 
Nousanen , from the Bitterroot Supervisor's office, pointed out a 
meeting in Hamilton that the 12 million board foot allowable cut would 
provide 75 jobs totaling $350,000 in annual wages.
The Forest Service position was endorsed on February 23 by the 
Ravalli Republican. The article stated that the multiple use plan would 
provide economic benefit, protection of other resources, and mass recre­
ational use.
^^Letter from Representative Arnold Olsen to Secretaiy of Agri­
culture Orville L. Freeman, Februaiy 2, 1965.
 ̂"̂ Letter from Morton R. Brigham to Doris Milner, February 3, 1965.
IT"Forest Service Viewpoint on Upper Selway given at Local Meet­
ing Thursday Morning, " Daily Ravalli Republican. February li, 1965.
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Preservationist pressure continued unabated and in mid-February 
Representative James Battin, of îfentana's Second Congressional District, 
expressed his support toward the efforts of the "Save the Upper Selway 
Committeeo"
The growing group and congressional support produced a feeling of 
optimism among preservationists during the month of February. With each 
ring of the telephone Mrs. Milner expected news of victory from Washing­
ton, D, C.
At this time there was no development immediately pending in the 
Magruder Corridor, but the Forest Service continued to uphold its posi­
tion, claiming that there had not been sufficient change to accept Mrs. 
Milner's recommendations.
In an almost frustrated manner preservationists continued to em­
phasize that the significant change was the increasing number of people 
who were aware of the issue. The Forest Service denial of new hearings 
was emphatically questioned by wilderness advocates who felt that the 
growing controversy provided ample justification. The issue, they con­
tended, should be brought before a representative sample of the American 
people with adequate opportunity for review.
On February 17, Doris Milner initiated another letter-writing 
campaign asking for assistance from the National Wildlife Federation, 
the Citizens Committee on National Resources, the Wildlife Management 
Institute, the Izaak Walton League of America, and the National Audubon 
Society. On February 26, Mrs. Milner wrote to the President of the 
United States pleading for an immediate halt to all multiple use devel­
opment of Area E.
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At the same time a petition was being circulated opposing the 
Selway committee's efforts. There was, in fact, considerable local op­
position to preservationist efforts in the Bitterroot Valley, The 
Selway committee was not greatly disturbed by this since the "ion 
would be national in scope.
The first clear and forceful defense of the Selway's water and 
river bottom quality appeared in mid-March when Bruce Bowler, a cooper­
ator of the Selway committee from Boise, appealed to the Secretary for 
proper recognition of these values.
As the range of arguments and support for preservation began to 
increase, Senator Mansfield, while remaining nonpartisan, recognized 
the validity of these questions and felt that they should be answered.
The Forest Service response to these questions was a brochure 
entitled, "Upper Selway Management Area - Bitterroot National Forest," 
which appeared in late March. The brochure was prepared at the forest 
level and approved at the regional level. This pamphlet removed man­
agement flexibility by publicly committing the Forest Service to its 
plans of timber cutting and road construction.
The resources of the Magruder Corridor were described with empha­
sis on the importance of the transportation system and the timber harvest 
which would significantly increase local woods and mill employment. The 
brochure carefully explained the social and economic benefits of multiple 
use management as applied to the 173,366-acre ^kgruder Corridor, m e  
pamphlet gave no indication that any other alternatives would be con­
sidered.
This brochure prompted an increased flood of preservationist 
letters to the Montana and Idaho congressional delegations, mris
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
89
Milner asked Regional Forester Rahm for 5,000 copies to distribute to
citizens "who are actively concerned with the disposition of prime
 ̂ _ „18 natural resources.
Itort Brigham reacted to the brochure by stating that the Forest 
Service "proposes to tear up one-quarter million acres of wilderness at 
a cost nobody knows to get less timber than it takes to operate one 
small sawmill.
Bruce Bowler, a Boise attorney, suggested to Boris that if all 
else failed legal action might be considered. He thought that multiple 
use development could be stopped by the use of an injunction based on 
insufficient consideration of Selway River fisheries. However, this 
idea was discarded in favor of accelerating the present course of action.
Congressional support would clearly be required to influence 
Secretary Freeman. Roger Pegues, the new northwest conservation repre­
sentative for the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, recommended that 
efforts be directed toward the introduction of an Upper Selway wilder­
ness bill. A moritorium on development should be secured until the 
disposition of the bill by Congress.
Congressional support of preservationist goals was limited to 
Montana’s two representatives. The Montana Senators and Idaho delega­
tion remained silent and noncommittal.
In early April Senator Lee Metcalf of Mjntana stated that while 
he had supported wilderness designation of the Magruder Corridor in
^^Letter from Doris Milner to Regional Forester Rahm, March 2k,
1965.
^^Mort Brigham to wilderness supporters, "Comment on Forest 
Service Miltipie Use Plan for Upper Selway Area," April 6, 1965.
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1963, preservationists should now accept the fact that the battle had
been lost. He was waging a dozen battles with the administration, and
could see no reason for re-opening an old conflict. Senator Metcalf's
general orientation toward natural resource issues would indicate that
these ideas were not representative of his true feelings on the matter,
but were simply a momentary reaction toward the difficult job of balanc-
20ing conflicting public interests.
Conservation organizations came to the realization that they would 
have to offer more than financial support in order to influence legisla­
tors. Ken Baldwin, president of the Montana Wildlife Federation, ap­
pointed a two-man committee which would function under the direction of 
the federation on behalf of the "Save the Upper Selway Committee,"
The support of Senator Frank Church of Idaho, a member of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, was considered essential for 
the success of the proposed wilderness bill. He had long been interested 
In anadromous fisheries, and was beginning to receive numerous letters 
expressing concern over the possible conflict between multiple use de­
velopment and fisheries. In response to this pressure Senator Church 
had the Wild Rivers Bill revised in April. The wild river designation 
for the Ubper Selway was extended all the way to Thompson Flat, fully 
through Area E. The Senator also asked the Secretary for a full ex­
planation of why Area E was left out of the Selway Bitterroot Wilderness 
Area, and a complete description of the Forest Service plans.
^^Letter from Senator Lee Metcalf to G. M. Brandborg, April 2,
1965,
Letter from Senator Frank Church to Doris Milner, April 6,
1965.
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Photographs and maps were also recognized by preservationists as 
an effective means of conveying their message, A photo of an unusually 
destructive-looking logging scene near Montana's Painted Rocks Reservoir 
was circulated among Congressmen, The Forest Service was asked to ex­
plain the circumstances underlying the photograph.
On April 13, Mort Brigham traced a map from the management plan 
which he termed, "proposed Forest Service logging areas." He assumed 
that the area to be logged was synonymous with the general forest zone. 
The map was widely distributed along with photos of severe erosion damage 
on the Bitterroot National Forest,
The intensity of feeling on the matter can be seen by a statement 
from Dr, J. F, Bell to Deputy Chief A, W, Greeley;
Perhaps in the long run it will be best if you commit this 
atrocity. Certainly you will add fuel to the fire of indignation 
and resentment against shortsighted Forest Service policies and 
this will accrue to the ultimate benefit of conservation as a 
whole throughout the country. If it does, the Selway will not 
have been sacrificed in vain.^^
By mid-April the Selway committee's task of maintaining pressure 
had grown to a point where someone was needed to arrange, analyze and 
write-up material for presentation to the public, Mrs, Elizabeth Hannum, 
the îfiiiversity of Montana School of Forestry editor, accepted the job.
On April 26, Bitterroot Supervisor Anderson informed Roger Pegues 
that road reconstruction would begin soon after July 1 for 8,8 miles 
from Nezperce Pass to the Kit Carson Administrative Site (see Figure VI), 
.4n improved Magruder road was described as having the potential of being 
one of the finest scenic routes in the Dhited States, Timber sales were
^^Letter from Dr, J, F, Bell to Deputy Chief Forester A, W, 
Greeley, April 16, 196^.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
92
,'stLWAY BlT*TE««OOT 
N ^ L O r H I ^ S S
MAGRUDER CORRIDOR
O â H O
L3GEND;
—  Hoads
• tfaeruder District Ranger Station
• Paradise Guard Station
• Hell's Half Acre Lookout
• Kit Carson Administrative Site
FIGURE VI
ROADS AND AEMINISTRATIVE SITES 
IN THE MAGRUDER CORRIDOR
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
93
being planned for the upper Deep Creek area and would be advertised in 
late 196$ or early 1966.^^
Pegues was of the opinion that once the July 1 contract was let, 
preservationists would be defeated on the Issue. He suggested that it 
might be possible to persuade Senator Church to get the Senate to daiy 
funds for reconstruction of the road. Similarly, the Senator might be 
able to block further appropriations for the construction of the new 
ranger station at Kit Carson.
This line of action was formally supported by the Pacific North­
west Conservation Council at Lewiston, Idaho, on May 8 and 9. The 
council adopted a resolution opposing the appropriation of funds and 
requesting a congressional on-the-ground review of the Forest Service 
multiple use plans. This move did not materialize due to the difficulty 
of blocking a specific portion of the general forest roads appropriation.
Most of the public opposition continued to focus upon fisheries 
and watershed considerations. Preservationists were disturbed when they 
discovered that no watershed projects were being conducted in any part 
of Area E. The Forest Service planned to compare the features of the 
Magruder Corridor with the features of other areas that have similar 
soils and topographic conditions » While the Forest Service maintained 
that an unroaded watershed is not necessarily flood or erosion proof, 
there was widespread feeling that a Timber Management Research Study 
for Watershed Evaluation should precede development.^^
^^Letter from Supervisor Anderson to Roger W. Pegues, April 26,
196$.
^^Letter from Roger W. Pegues to Doris Milner, April 28, 196$.
^^Letter from Barnett H. Payne, U, S, Forest Service, %shington 
office, to Bruce Bowler, May 3, 196$.
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ITie need for congressional support for wilderness became more 
apparent as the Forest Service continued to maintain that the public 
interest would best be served by the implementation of its mult ini e use 
plans in the Corridor. However, this support continued to be unstable.
On May 19, Representative James F. Battin informed Doris Milner 
that he had reconsidered his position. He decided that the planned man­
agement program was feasible due to the existing roads, natural resource
and recreation potentials, as well as the access offered to adjacent
2 éprimitive and wilderness areas.
Senator Frank Church of Idaho was still regarded as a key figure 
in securing the ultimate preservationist goal of wilderness designation 
of the Magruder Corridor. On. May 21, a small delegation of Selway com­
mittee members led by Doris Milner met with Senator Church at Challis, 
Idaho. The Senator was impressed with the sincere and articulate manner 
in which the wilderness argument was presented. As a result of the 
meeting Senator Church wrote an amendment extending wild river designa­
tion to the source of the Selway. The Selway committee was successful 
in convincing the Idaho Senator that Area E, and in particular the 
Magruder Corridor, should be withheld from multiple use development.
At the same time Stewart Brandborg and Clifton Merritt of the 
Wilderness Society conferred with Dr. George Selke, special consultant 
to Secretary Freeman. The Society representatives presented the preser­
vation argument to Dr. Selke with the hope that he would influence the 
Secretary.
^^Letter from Congressman James F. Battin to Doris Milner, May 
19, 1965.
^"^letter from Clifton R. Merritt to G. M. Brandborg, May 26, 1965.
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On June 3» Bitterroot Forest Supervisor Harold Anderson made 
another assessment of the controversy for the Regional Forester. He 
listed seven groups, such as chambers of commerce and county commission­
ers, that supported the Forest Service position. He went on to mention 
eight groups and two petitions with Si co-signers as opposing the Forest 
Service position. Some of the opposing groups listed were the Hamilton 
Bar Association, the Cascade Wildlife Association of Great Falls, and 
the Garden Wall Garden Club of St. Ignatius, Itontana.
lir. Anderson recognized that much of the dissent arose from a 
highly personalized approach by Mrs. Doris Milner, chairman of the "Save 
the Opper Selway Committee." The Supervisor felt that most of the local 
residents approved of the strong stand of the Forest Service, but that 
this support was not as articulate as the opposition. Supervisor Ander­
son therefore recommended that the second section of the Nezperce road 
extending into the Magruder Corridor be contracted in fiscal year 1966 
as planned.
The pressure that was being aimed at securing a delay in muu. 
use development had some effect in June. Senators Metcalf and Church 
were favorably disposed toward the preservationist position, as the 
bulk of their correspondence pointed toward this viewpoint. In June, 
Senator Metcalf, after conferring with the Forest Service, indicated 
that development in the Magruder Corridor would be delayed for two years.
The Chief of the Forest Service, Edward P. Cliff, informed Sena­
tor Metcalf that no timber sales would be made until after the road
^^Memorandum from Bitterroot Forest Supervisor Harold E. Anderson 
to the Regional Forester, June 3, 196^.
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reconstruction was completed in late 1966. The earliest timber har­
vesting would take place in the summer of 1967. A true moratorium on 
development did not exist since the Forest Service was not actually 
ready to begin timber harvesting for two vears. Nor did the Service
claim to have made such a concession, although this delay period was
29often referred to as a ’’formal moratorium," However, the Chief dir­
ected Regional Forester Rahm to manage the Selway River under Wild 
River principles pending enactment of the Wild Rivers Bill.
On June 11, Congressman Arnold Olsen inserted a newspaper article 
on the Magruder Corridor in the Congressional Record. The article was 
entitled, "Storm Clouds Swirl over Upper Selway," and had appeared in 
the May 23 issue of the Lewiston Tribune by Ferris Weddle. The article 
presented both sides of the issue but was definitely pro-wildemess.
The controversy was viewed as a test of the integrity of the Forest 
Service in the management of wilderness areas.
Ihe general attitude of preservationists at this time was that 
the multiple use decision would not stand due to increased public 
opposition. Many thought that the Forest Service was looking for a 
graceful way to back down from its stand. The fear a public agency has 
of political control over administrative decision-making was recognized. 
Preservationists suggested that the Forest Service might be prompted to 
reconsider its position if the possibility of intervention by Secretary 
Freeman became evident. While wilderness proponents believed that the
Personal interview with Bitterroot Forest Supervisor Harold E, 
Anderson, April 9, 1967.
^'^Congressman Arnold Ulsen, "Selwav-Bitterroot Area," Congres­
sional Recora, June 11, 1966, pp, 12951“12962.
L __
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Selway issue might set a favoraDle pattern for the implementation of the 
Wilderness Act, the Chief of the Forest Service hoped that the contro­
versy would not unduly divert resources awav from the main job of re- 
itudvine; the remaining 3h national forest primitive areas as dictated by
the actc^^
By July the controversy had made a large enough impact on Forest 
Service activities to prompt Supervisor Anderson to sponsor a "show-me" 
triD into the i-lagruder Corridor. The idea for the trip grew out of a 
discussion with officers of the Idaho and Montana Wildlife Federations, 
On July 31, Supervisor Anderson met with 18 persons on Nezperce 
Pass. The Idaho Fish and Game Department and eight citizen conservation 
groups were represented. Mr. Anderson explained the multiple use plan 
with the priority of resources being watershed, recreation, and timber 
oroduction. He also indicated that a soil survey was being conducted by 
a two-man team from the Regional Office. The meeting lasted a second 
dav and resulted in an excellent discussion of the values involved by 
the diverse group.
On August 6, Doris Milner, who attended the show-me trip, asked 
the other participants to express their views to the authorities of 
their cnoice. On the same day Mrs Milner wrote to Senator Metcalf re­
questing a watershed survey and a halt of the Forest Service plans. She
emphasized the marginal timber values and detrimental effects of roads
32and logging on the watershed.
/^Letter from Chief Sdward P. Cliff to Senator Metcalf, July 2,
19hS.
'^Letter from Doris Milner to Senator Metcalf, August 6, 196^.
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Mrsc Milner subsequently received statements of opinion from 11 
of the 18 participants. Of these 11, eight supported the objectives of 
the Selwav committee in varving degrees ranging from full wilderness 
status to a more careful studv of the values involved. Most of these 
peonle were impressed with the convincing manner in which the Forest 
Service plan was presented, but did not believe that the plan could be 
executed without serious damage to the primary watershed values.
The multiple use plan for the Magruder Corridor was endorsed by 
three representatives of the Idaho Wildlife Federation. Kenneth B. 
Reynolds, president of the Federation, stated that it was a mistake for 
citizen groups to question the skill and experience of land management 
agencies. He felt that the feelings of the Selway committee were singu­
lar, and did not represent the democratic process used by the Idaho 
Wildlife Federation,Charles H, Scribner, retired Forest Service 
ranger, felt that the federation "should be very careful that they do 
not become involved in furthering some personal vendetta,
William L, Reavley, western field representative for the National 
Wildlife Federation, disagreed with many of Doris Milner's remarks in 
her August 6 letter to Senator Metcalf. He felt obligated to refute 
the letter in an article in Conservation News.
The article, entitled "l%at Management Will Best Preserve Upper 
Selwav Wildlife, " appeared on September 15. Mr. Reavley emphasized the
^^Letter from Kenneth B. Reynolds, President of the Idaho Wild­
life Federation, to Senator Frank Church, n.d.
^^Charles H, Scribner, "Thoughts on the Selway Siow-Me Trip, July 
jl and August 1, 1965."
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importance of examining all of the considerations on the ground before 
making a decision. The decision, he said, depends upon whether "minimum 
management or specially designed management would best preserve the 
iragile watershed of the important Selway River.
The reaction to tne article was quick and intense. ITorton Brigham, 
chairman of the North Idaho Wilderness Committee, criticized Reavley's 
stand by saying, "Those of us who have seen our outdoor resources dwindle 
oefore the bull-dozers in recent years feel there is no hurry to tear up 
tne Upper Selway country.
Bruce Bowler pointed out that Reavley missed the important point 
that the Forest Service did not plan a watershed study for Area E. He 
expressed the opinion that a cost-benefit study concerning the feasibil­
ity of roading and logging in tne Upper Selway might show that multiple 
use development was unjustified.
Morton Brigham elaborated on the situation by saying that after 
all of the effort expended by preservationists "they are about as likely 
10 switcn positions as a laDor union is to come out for lower wages."
He went on to describe the Forest Service plans as an indefensible blun­
der, and added that "subsidized destruction for no useful purpose is 
even worse.
While the Idaho Wildlife Federation supported the multiple use 
plans, tne Tbntana Wildlife Federation reaffirmed their preservationist
3? William L. Reavley, "%at Management Will Best Preserve Upper 
Selway Wildlife?" Conservation News. September IS, 1965, pp. 9-10.
^^letter from Morton R. Brigham to Thomas L. Kimball, Executive 
Director of the National %ldlife Federation, September 30, 1965»
^^Letter from Morton R. Brigham to Thomas L. Kimball, October l8,
196<.
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stand on the Selway^ Don Aldrich, vice-president of the Montana Federa­
tion, was asked to evaluate the show-me trip letters and write a fact 
sheet for public distribution.
On November 23, G. M. Brandborg of the Selwav committee asked the 
Wilderness Society to duplicate 2SO copies of the show-me reports for 
distribution before the December 10 meeting of the Montana Wilderness 
Association. Mr. Brandborg felt that the Forest Service would be glad 
to avoid another winter letter-writing campaign, and that this action 
might stimulate the desired response.
Doris Milner made a presentation on the Upper Selway at the Montana 
Wilderness Association meeting. She pointed out that eight out of the 
eleven show-me trip reports opposed the Forest Service plans. After 
emphasizing that the best course of action would be to secure nusage 
of a bill, the association adopted a resolution supporting wilderness
legislation.
On December 13, the Idaho and Montana Selway committees sent a 
joint letter written bv Doris Milner to the congressional delegations 
of the two states. She concluded that the stand "conveyed in eight of 
the reports concur with overwhelming public opinion in favor of retain­
ing the Upper Selwav in wilderness and wild river status." Mrs. Milner 
suggested that since development can never be undone the plans should 
be withheld until the reclassification of the Salmon River Breaks Prim­
itive Area and watershed survey can be completed.
Statement by Doris Milner at the Ninth Annual Meeting of the 
I'bntana Wilderness Association, December 10, 11, and 12, 196^.
^^Letter from the Selway Committees to the Montana and Idaho 
Congressional delegations, December 13, 196^°
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Once again the original Wilderness Society proposal submitted by 
Howara Zahniser on June 21, 1956, was recommendedo Dons Milner sug- 
gestea that tne area south of the Magruder road be added to the primitive 
■5rea, and the area north of the road be included in the Selwav-Bitterroot 
Wilderness Area.^0
The response from the Congressmen after receiving the show-me trip 
statements was discouraging. Thev were still unconvinced that wilderness 
legislation should be introduced. Increased local support from the con­
stituents would be necessarv to influence the legislators.
On March 16, 1966, Chief Cliff corresponded with Senator Metcalf 
in reference to the Selway committee*s letter of December 13. The Chief 
argued that the management viewpoints referred to by Mrs. Milner did not 
indicate a consensus or justification for designating Area E as wilder­
ness. He went on to describe the "Save the Upper Selway Committee" as 
the group most active in stimulating wilderness support.
Doris Milner expressed resentment of the Chief’s description of 
the Selway committee as being '’most active" in the issue. She emphasized 
the broad base of support received from groups such as the Wilderness 
Society, Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, Pacific Northwest Conser­
vation Council, and American %itewater Affiliation. Opposition is not 
being directed toward the Forest Service, she said, but only toward 
certain aspects of national forest policy as they relate to wilderness 
designation and logging practices.
^^Ibid.
^^Letter from Chief Edward P. Cliff to Senator Metcalf, March 
16, 1966.
^^Letter from Doris Milner to Senator Metcalf, April 15, 1966:
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fne Forest, Service was quick zo recognize tne Selway committee as 
a sincere ana aeaicatea group. Once again it expressed tne opinion that 
tne controversy naa not produeea any new facts. The Service again em­
phasized. tnat tne management plan would result in the greatest benefit 
icr tne most people.
The ilagruaer Corridor snow-me trip of July 31 to August 1, 1965, 
tnus produced consiaeraole ammunition for both sides. The series of 
charges and ccunter-cnarges relating to the show-me trip reports lasted 
neariv one year after the trip.
Preservation of the upper Selway countrr was often advocated for 
scientific reasons. Wilderness proponents saw the advantage of obtain­
ing scientific evidence to support their objectives during the science- 
conscious I960's.
In August, 1965, Dr. William L. Jellison of the Ü. S, Public 
Health Service Laoorator'r in Hamilton contacted Dr. Robert T. Orr, asso­
ciate director of the California Academy of Science. Dr. Orr had written 
two publications on the Upper Selway region” "Mammals of the DLearwater 
Mountains, laano ’ in 19U3> and "Observations on the Birds of Northeastern 
Idaho'' in 1951.^
According to Dr. Orr's 19ho study, the region ''has a definite 
insular character from a biological standpoint, which, with the absence 
of evidence of general glaciation, leads to the belief that some of the 
elements of tne fauna and flora may have lived through the Pleistocene
^^Letter from Hamilton K. Dries, Acting Chief, to Representative 
imold ulsen, Mav 19^6,
^^Letter from Dr. Robert T. Orr to Dr. William L. Jellison, 
September 1, 19^5.
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without major disturbance." Dr. Jellison requested that Dr. Orr submit 
a documentary statement to Senators Metcalf and Church on the basis of 
his scientific research in the area.^5
Dr. Orr responded by stating that the "preservation of such a 
region is in my opinion a sacred duty of the Forest Service as well as 
•the people of the United States." Doris Milner asked Senator Metcalf 
to insert Dr. Orr's letter in the Congressional Record, and forward it 
to the Forest Service. Chief Cliff responded that multiple use manage­
ment would not produce any adverse effect on the biological conditions 
of the Corridor.
Preservationists hoped that the Magruder Corridor soil survey 
would identify a large enough area of fragile soils so as to discourage 
all logging in the Corridor. If this happened, perhaps wilderness desig­
nation would automatically follow.
However, the Forest Service had accomplished a great deal toward 
the implementation of the multiple use plan by the fall of 1965. A site 
plan for a new ranger station at the Kit Carson administrative site was 
already prepared. Completed development included a drilled well, access 
bridge, and approach roads. Water guages had been installed in Slow 
Creek Gulch and Cayuse Creek in order to measure the effect of logging 
on water quality.
On September 30, the first move for major development in the 
Magruder Corridor was initiated. At this time a contract was let for
^^Letter from Dr. William L. Jellison to Dr. Robert T. Orr,
August 7, 1965.
^^Letter from Chief Edward P. Cliff to Senator Metcalf, Septem­
ber 21;, 1965.
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0.? miles of road construction from Nezperce Pass to Kit Carson (see 
Figure 711). The work was 30 percent done before the end of the year, 
and slated for completion on October 1, 1966,^^
liultiple use proponents generally felt that the Magruder Corridor 
preservation movement lacked cohesiveness and a well-defined objective. 
The rapidly advancing road construction prompted wilderness proponents 
to agree on the status of the Corridor.
In January, 1966, Stewart Brandborg, executive director of the 
Wilderness Society, suggested to preservationists that the time had 
arrived to seek a commitment from those members of Congress who might 
jointly sponsor Upper Selway wilderness bills. He urged interested 
groups and individuals to make a united effort toward inclusion of the 
area north of the Magruder road in the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area, 
with a one-half mile buffer zone along existing roads. Wilderness pro­
ponents might have better success if no reference was made to the area 
south of the Magruder road. However, Mr. Brandborg emphasized the im­
portance of building a record against development in the area until the 
Salmon River Breaks Primitive Area hearings.^®
Doris Milner undertook the responsibility for organizing a mas­
sive letter-writing campaign which would portray a strong united effort. 
There was some thinking that since 1966 was an election year for Senator 
Metcalf, the Senator might prefer to work for a delay in development 
rather than try to push a bill. However, an introduction by Senators 
Metcalf and Church was generally considered to be of prime importance.
^^Letter from Chief Edward P. Cliff to Senator Metcalf, March 16,
1966.
^®Letter from Stewart Brandborg to Doris Milner, January 21, 1966.
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MAGRUDER CORRIDOR
FIGURE VII
ROAD RECONSTRUCTION IN THE MAGRUDER CORRIDOR
Road reconstruction from Nezperce Pass to the Kit Carson Admin­
istrative Site (8.5 miles).
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Senator Goerge McGovern of South Dakota pledged his support of 
wilderness legislation through the influence of Martin Weeks, a South 
Dakota attorney and cooperator of the Selway committee. South Dhkota 
Representative E. T. Berry, a member of the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, also indicated that he would do "whatever I can to 
prevent the opening of Area E for multiple use purposes.
Mrs. Milner urged Ken Baldwin and Orville Gray, presidents of the 
Montana Wildlife Federation and the Montana Wilderness Association, re­
spectively, to mobilize their members into the letter-writing campaign.
In February, 1966, Don Aldrich was appointed chairman of a new 
Montana WLldemess Association Selway Committee. The committee was to 
advise the Executive Council as to any action the Association should 
take.
Concentration on the volatile fisheries question provided the 
greatest impetus toward organizing an effective letter-writing effort. 
Senator Church was successful in amending the Wild Rivers Bill, S. Iiiii6, 
before the Senate passed it, to include the Selway all the way to its 
source. The Fish and Game Committee of the Lewistbn Chamber of Commerce 
recommended designation of Area E as a wilderness area, due to a concern 
over possible damage to Selway spawning beds.
Considerable support was gained at various conservation confer­
ences. Roger Pegues of the Federation of Northwest Outdoor Clubs re­
viewed the Selway issue at the April 23 Northwest Wilderness Conference.
^^etter from Congressman E. Y. Berry to Martin Weeks, February 
16, 1966.
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Pegues emphasized that unequivocal statements from sportsmen's 
groups, state fish and game departments, conservation organizations, and 
the general public were needed in order to dispel the notion of minority 
dissent. He went on to describe the Forest Service logging plans as a 
"blueprint for destruction.
At the 1966 Pacific Northwest Conservation Council held on May 6 
and 7, Bruce Bowler stated, "never in my experience have I seen such 
persistence to perpetuate such a mistake notwithstanding all of the com­
petent evidence against it."^^ Don Aldrich, representing the Montana 
Wilderness Association, presented a paper entitled, "Legislation Needed 
to Save Upper Selway." The Council adopted a strong resolution, without 
opposition, to place the Upper Selway in the National Wilderness Preser­
vation System.
At a May 20 meeting the Idaho Pish and Game Commission expressed 
concern over the future of the steelhead and chinook re-establishment 
program in the Upper Selway. The commission pointed out the need for 
more biological information.
While considerable correspondence was being directed toward Sena­
tor Metcalf urging him to introduce an Upper Selway Wilderness - u ü , uhe 
Senator was of the opinion that all administrative avenues should be 
investigated before using legislative remedies.
On May 26, Stewart Brandborg of the Wilderness Society sent Sena­
tor Metcalf a draft of an U^er Selway Wilderness Bill for introduction
Statement of Roger W. Pegues at the 1966 Northwest Wilderness 
Conference, April 23, 1966.
Statement of Bruce Bowler at the 1966 Pacific Northwest Con­
servation Council Meeting, May 6, 7, 1966.
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In the secona session of the 89th Congress» The bill proposed to desig­
nate as wilderness about 260,000 acres within the headwaters of the 
Selwav Basin and Bargamin Creek for the "protection of their wilderness, 
wildlife, fisheries, scientific, historical, and recreational values » '
The previous wilderness proposal, with the î^gruder road serving as a 
common boundary, was included »
Continuing correspondence between preservationists and the Forest 
Service indicated an unchanging agency position. Wilderness proponents 
concluded that compromise in the controversy was impossible, and that 
congressional action was necessary.
On June 2, Don Aldrich wrote an article in The Missoulian entitled, 
Unspoiled Area Near Missoula Must be Preserved as Wilderness." His 
stand was supported by an editorial by Sam Reynolds, Timber production 
was relegated to the lowest importance, with a plea for congressional 
action.
The reaction to this article was primarily from the timber indus­
try, Mr, Reynolds received the multiple use viewpoint from Leo Cummins 
of the 7an-3van Company and Dr. William Pierce of the School of Forestry, 
He then took part in a three-day field trip in the Magruder Corridor 
under the direction, of District Ranger Bob Siackleford, Reynolds was 
impressed with the ranger's sincerity and apparent competence in being
q')able to implement the management plan without damage to other resources," 
On July 5, Sam Reynolds wrote an article entitled, "Magruder Cor­
ridor" s Fate Depends on how Carefully Forest Service does its Job," and
Personal interview with Sam Reynolds, editorial page editor of 
The Missoulian, November 9, 1967.
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an editorial called, "A Change of Mind with Fingers Crossed*" Reversing 
a position in public is difficult, but Reynolds now felt that the exist­
ing roads and the general public interest precluded wilderness status 
for the I'feigruder Corridor,
The reaction of Reynold®s new stand was met this time by objections 
from wilderness proponents. Rumors circulated that Sam Reynolds had been 
"bought off" by the forest products industry, reputed to be advertisers 
in The Missoulian, However, the reversal of opinion was due to Reynolds* 
sincere belief that the public interest would best be served by multiple 
use management in the Corridor.
Senator Metcalf's reluctance to introduce legislation was changed 
at the June It dedication of the Trapper Creek Job Corps Camp. After 
talking to Boris Milner and other members of the Selway committee he 
agreed to introduce a bill in the next session of Congress with the sup­
port of Senator Church. Senator Metcalf felt that the bill ifould have 
no chance of passing in the present session. The Montana Senator also 
stated that he would confer with Secretary Freeman about the road con­
tracts in the Corridor immediately upon returning to Washington.
Many preservationists felt that the bill should have been intro­
duced immediately, irrespective of its chances for passage, as a clear 
signal to the Forest Service to hold in abeyance its management activi­
ties for the Magruder Corridor.
Opposition to the Forest Service plans had been voiced by two 
general groups; those who were categorically opposed to any form of
Îbid.
"^Letter from Doris Milner to Mort Brigham, June 6, 1966.
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development in the I-lagruder Corridor, urging wilderness preservation; 
and those who simply lacked confidence in the agency’s ability to execute 
the management plan without serious damage to the Upper Selway watershed.
Both of these groups viewed development as an irrevocable act 
that should be delayed pending the completion of an exhaustive ecological 
study. The oublie distrusted the capacity of existing biological infor­
mation to foretell the effects of road construction and timoer cutting 
on the complex ecosystem of the Upper Selway drainage. This general lack 
of public confidence was more widespread than agitation for preservation 
as such, although the latter attitudes provided the main impetus behind 
the opposition.
While Senators Metcalf and Church were favorably disnosed toward 
introducing wilderness legislation, they more readily accepted idea 
of using their influence toward establishing a feasibility study of the 
Forest Service management plan.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER VI 
THE MGRUDER CORRIDOR REVIEW COMMITTEE
By the spring; of 1966 the controversy had resulted in a widespread 
belief that the uniqueness of the clear, free-flowing Upper Selway River 
was matched only by the fragility of the loose granitic soils of the 
watershed. The effects of timber cutting and road construction would 
either destroy these values or, at best, the results of development would 
be unknown in terms of existing ecological information. These arguments 
appealed strongly to Senators Metcalf and Church.
On May 2h, 1966, Senator Metcalf had a breakfast meeting with 
Secretary Freeman. The Senator requested that a study be made of the 
proposed additions to the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area, with the 
prohibition of timber harvesting and new road construction pending a 
decision on the study. Senator Metcalf was responding to serious ques­
tions from the public concerning soil fragility, ecological relationships, 
and the effect of cutting on fisheries.^
The Secretary accepted the idea of a study, but he felt that it
should not focus exclusively on the Magruder Corridor, or the question
of wilderness classification. The purpose of such a study should be to
obtain advice concerning land use problems in the general area, and to
determine a relationship between these problems and the way wilderness
2decisions should be made.
^Letter from Senator Metcalf to Secretary Freeman, May 2h, 1966.
^Letter from Secretary Freeman to Senator Metcalf, June 9, 1966.
Ill
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Preservationists wanted a firm, written commitment from the Secre­
tary that no more road contracts would be let in the Corridor, and that 
the study committee would not be connected with the Department of Agri­
culture, The agreement to delay development was obtained from Secretary 
Freeman on June 3*^
On August 1, Senator Frank Church sent a telegram to Doris Milner 
informing her that the Secretary had decided to appoint a non-government 
study committee. This announcement brought relief and satisfaction to 
preservationists. The next day the plans to establish a Magruder Corri­
dor study were made public through the offices of Senators Metcalf and 
Church, Senator Metcalf indicated that the plans would deal with the 
questions of “whether the management plans are in the best public inter­
est and whether the execution of the plans is feasible.
The destructive floods of 196ii-6^ in western Montana and Idaho 
impressed the Secretary with the need for additional information con­
cerning the relationship between forest development to the effects of 
similar floods in the future. The committee was to submit its report 
to the Secretary by the end of January 1967.
Interested parties recognized that the membership of the committee 
could be critical. Since preservationists believed that the Forest Ser­
vice would administratively screen potential members, they felt that the 
Wilderness Society should also be allowed to review prospective members.
^Letter from Merrill îhglund, administrative assistant to Senator 
Metcalf, to Clark H. Jones, June 3, 1966.
^“Rirther Study of Magruder Area Ordered by Secretary of Agricul­
ture," Daily Ravalli Republican. August 2, 1966.
‘’Ibid.
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Concern was also expressed over the shortness of time allowed for inves­
tigation.^
On September 20, Secretary Freeman announced the formation of a 
four-man study committee to review the Forest Service management plans 
for the Magruder Corridor. Dr. George A. Selke, special consultant to 
Secretary Freeman and former Montana educator, was appointed chairman of 
the committee. Other members included Dr. James Meiman, professor of 
watershed management at Colorado State University; Dr. Kenneth P. Efevis, 
chairman of the Forestry Department at the University of Michigan, and 
William L. Reavley, western field representative of the National Wild­
life Federation.
The Secretary emphasized that the committee was not created to 
repeat the reclassification studies of the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness 
Area. Mr. Freeman listed the following points which the Magruder Cor­
ridor Review Committee should consider.
1. The importance of improved access to the proper management 
and use of the wildlife resources in the Selway River 
drainage,
2. The long-time needs for automobile access to the area by 
recreationists and other users,
3. The expressed desire of several groups that no logging or 
road building be undertaken in the area.
U. The feasibility of harvesting timber from portions of the 
area without causing serious detrimental effects on fish­
eries values, and
The importance of the timber resource to the economy of the 
local area.7
^Letter from Roger W. Pegues to Doris Milner, August 18, 1966.
7"Committee Preparing for Sti 
The Missoulian. September 23, 1966.
udy of Magruder Corridor Plans,"
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The appointment of a non-federal citizens' review committee was 
a precedent-setting action for the Department of Agriculture. Secretary 
of Interior Stewart L. Udall established the pattern earlier by appoint­
ing a committee to advise him on the management of the controversial 
North Yellowstone elk herd and predator control policies. The rationale 
for study committees was that an impartial advisory board could best 
evaluate an agency's actions.
Morton Brigham of the North Idaho Wilderness Committee protested 
William Reavley's membership on the review committee. He felt that 
Reavley had already committed himself on the issue, as evidenced by his 
support of the Forest Service plans in Conservation News.
Brigham went on to recommend the addition of three members; Dr. 
Wilson Claric, chairman of the Division of Mathematics and Science at 
Montana State Hiiversity; Michael Prome, columnist for the American 
Forests magazine, and Daniel Poole, secretary of the Wildlife Management 
Institute. Senators Metcalf and Church shared Brigham's concern and 
requested that Secretary Freeman add the three men to the Magruder Cor­
ridor Review Committee.® They were joined by representatives of seven 
national conservation groups.
On October the Secretary announced the addition of two members 
to the review committee. One of the new members, Iteniel Poole, was 
added through the influence of Senator Metcalf. The appointment of the 
other member, Dr. Donald J. Obee, chairman of the Division of Life Sci­
ences at Boise College, was secured by Senator Church. The January 1967 
deadline was protested on the grounds that geographical separation and
O
Telegram from Senator Frank Church to Gerald N. Berg, September
22, 1966.
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professional commltments would make it unlikely that the committee could
Qorganize and physically study the area before the November snowfall.
The six committee members had all had considerable experience in 
administrative and research positions related to natural resource man­
agement. All had national and even international recognition in their 
respective fields.
Interested parties were anxious to obtain the general orientation 
of the individual members, particularly that of William Reavley. Mr. 
Reavley agreed that the protection of the Selway River and its fisheries 
was the most decisive factor to be considered in the area's management. 
He also felt that the study should be limited to a consideration of the 
management plans without reference to the controversial decision of 
1963.̂ °
Dr. Kenneth Ik vis was known to favor a "modified management" ap­
proach with restricted logging, but not full wilderness classification. 
He was believed to be in agreement with the big-game management argument
for maintaining the area in its present status.
The committee met soon after its formation to determine methods
of gathering information. Interest was expressed in obtaining informa­
tion and opinions from every available source. The committee decided 
to take advantage of the favorable fall weather and observe the Magruder
oLetter from Senator Lee Metcalf and Senator Frank Church to 
Secretary Orville Freeman, September 22, 1966.
l^Letter from Thomas L. Kimball, executive director of the National 
Wildlife Federation to Ken Baldwin, President of the Montana Wildlife 
Federation, September 26, 1966.
^^Letter from George Alderson to Clifton R. Merritt, director of 
field services for the Wilderness Society, October 6, 1966.
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Corridor by plane, helicopter, auto, jeep, foot, and horseback. Sispec- 
tion trips were made by various members of the committee during October 
with the cooperation of the local district personnel.
Personal contacts were also reactivated. Dr. Selke, for example, 
was able to obtain considerable information from a long-time acquaintance, 
former Bitterroot Forest Supervisor G. M, Brandborg,
With headquarters in Missoula, the committee began to accumulate 
as much research information as possible, particularly from local sources, 
]hformation was also obtained from the Forest Service.
While wilderness interests were appeased by the expansion of the 
review committee, they began to question the committee's assignment, 
limiting its scope to an evaluation of the Forest Service plans. The 
plans were described by preservationists as being vague and indefinite.
Acting on the belief that wilderness recreation and wilderness 
watershed are the proper uses of the îfegmder Corridor preservationists 
insisted on returning to the question of wilderness designation of the 
area. Wilderness proponents cited section 2 of the ftiltiple Use Act of 
I960 which states : "the establishment and maintenance of areas of wil­
derness are consistent with the purpose and provisions of this act,"
This section clearly established the wilderness resource as a multiple 
use consideration. Section U of the act was also used to support a 
review of wilderness classification: "consideration should be given to
relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the com­
bination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the 
greatest unit output.
^^Letter from G. M. Brandborg to Senator Metcalf, October 6, 1966.
^^Püblic Law 86-^17, 86th Congress, H. R. 10^72, June 12, I960.
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By- November the only public release describing the Forest Service 
plans had been the March 1965 brochure entitled, "Upper Selway Management 
Area— Bitterroot National Forest." In the absence of a detailed explana­
tion of resource management, coordination, and protection, the Forest 
Service received numerous requests for copies of the Magruder Ranger 
District Management Plan. Oie to the expense of reproducing bulky hand- 
drawn maps and charts the Regional Office produced a fact sheet for mass 
distribution in November entitled, "îfenagement Planning for the Magruder 
Ranger District."
The leaflet pointed out that broad management zones were prescribed 
in terms of "resource utilization by people." Planning for the use of 
the various resources was described in greater detail.
The fact sheet mentioned that detailed recreation plans had been 
made for Deep Creek and the Selway River Breaks. Fish habitat surveys 
had been completed on 62 miles of stream, with plans to survey all streams 
within five years. A grazing allotment was allowed for 100 head of pack 
horses. Commercial timber production on all of the Corridor was recog­
nized as being impossible. Merchantable timber stands were inventoried 
and their growth calculated. A five-year timber sale and cutting program 
was planned, with the first sale proposed for the summer of 1967. A 
soil stability reconnaissance was initiated, and four broad soil manage­
ment areas had been identified. An "impact report" was written to tie 
management planning to on-the-ground conditions.^
A copy of the complete management plans was reproduced at the 
district level for each of the six members of the review committee. As
^U. S. Forest Service, "Management Planning for the Magruder 
Ranger District," November, 1966.
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the committee reviewed the plans, visited the Corridor, and studied 
scientific reports, they recognized the need to obtain a representative 
sample of public opinion on the issue. Public meetings were considered 
to be the most efficient method.
On November 17, the Magruder Corridor Review Committee announced 
that it would conduct public meetings during the first three weekends 
in December. The meeting procedure was discussed at an executive ses­
sion of the review committee in Chicago on November l8 and 19-
There had been very little communication between the committee 
and the Forest Service, except when specific information was desired. 
Regional Forester Neal Rahm first learned of the impending public meet- 
ings from an Idaho newspaper which was sent to him.
A Forest Service news release of November 2h emphasized that the 
committee was holding public meetings, not hearings. The meetings were 
not an official legal procedure required by law, but rather an efficient 
means of obtaining public viewpoints without testimony or cross-examina­
tion. The news release also emphasized that the meetings were designed 
to gain information about the management plans, not wilderness classifi­
cation. The date and location of the three meetings were also announced; 
Orangeville, Idaho, on December 2; Missoula, Montana, on December 9, and 
Boise, Idaho, on December 16.^^
The public meetings were a long-awaited event for those who had 
been actively following the controversy. On November 2S, the Wilderness 
Society and the "Save the Upper Selway Committee” issued an urgent call
^^Personal interview with Regional Forester Neal Rahm, January 1^,
1968.
S, Forest Service News Release, Region One, "Magruder Corridor 
Sets Three Public Meetings at Boise, Orangeville, Missoula," November 2li, 
1966.
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to sympathizers to submit statements to the review committee. The two 
organizations emphasized that the committee, composed mostly of members 
from the academic community, would need factual information to supple­
ment Forest Service data. The vital public interest in the status of 
the area would best be demonstrated by the voices of large numbers of 
private citizens, sportsmen, and representatives of citizens* org-ü-za- 
tions. Doris Milner pointed out that the crux of the matter was to 
determine the form of multiple use to be applied in the "incomparable 
wild area.
As pleas for wilderness poured into the committee the forest pro­
ducts industry reacted witti a printed "ballot" for development of the 
Magruder Corridor, The ballot was widely distributed in the Bitterroot 
Valley, and emphasized that a wilderness decision would result in a 
substantial loss of local jobs and business.
On December 2, the first of three Magruder Corridor public meet­
ings was held at Orangeville, Idaho. Dr. Selke pointed out to the 
audience of 75 persons that emphasis would be on the kind of management 
that would make the best use and protection of renewable resources. He 
also indicated that the committee would solicit statements from a list 
of 25-30 organizations such as the American Forestry Association, the 
Citizens’ Committee on Natural Resources, and the National Audubon 
Society.
The forest products industry was well represented at the Orange­
ville meeting by spokesmen from companies, chambers of commerce, and
^^Save the Upper Selway Committee, "Urgent Call to Participate 
in important Hearings to Review Magruder Corridor ^bnagement Plan in 
Upper Selway," November 25, 1966,
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private citizens. While many thought that the matter had been closed 
by the Secretary's 1963 decision, they repeatedly pointed out that local 
communities were economically dependent upon forest products,
Royce Cox, secretary of the North Idaho Forestry Association, 
expressed complete confidence in the ability of the Forest Service to 
successfully administer multiple use management in the Corridor. He 
cited recent progress made in watershed protection research. Techniques 
for soil and water protection were mentioned, such as careful ruaci loca­
tion and construction, culverts, and downspouts and spreaders in fill 
slopes to dissipate water. The increased access afforded by multiple
use management was described as a means of distributing wilderness use
1 Rand developing artificial spawning beds.
Art Lynn, forestry consultant, submitted a statement in support 
of the Forest Service plans at the December 9 Missoula meeting. He 
listed the benefits of multiple use as improved access, recreational 
sites, improved fish and wildlife management, improved water production, 
protection of other resources, better grazing, and mining activities,
The strongest arguments favoring multiple use were economic in 
nature. Several statements emphasized that the committee had not been 
assembled to decide on wilderness classification. Timber was described 
as a crop which must be cut at the peak of maturity in order to obtain 
the greatest value.
Nicholas Kirkmeyer, forester for the Western Wood Products Asso­
ciation, stated at the December 16 Boise meeting that generally the morb
Statement by Royce G. Cox, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting at 
Grangeville, December 2, 1966, pp. 32-Ul.
Statement by Art Lynn, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting at 
Missoula, December 9, 1966, p. 203,
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fragile soils occur in areas where no timber cutting is planned. The 
risk of loss from fire would be lowered by improved access and good 
forest management practices. He emphasized that, "thoughtful people are 
concerned over the steady drain of land from the natural resource base 
in our overall economy. Dr. H. H, Koessler of the Intermountain 
Lumber Company stated that the area could not afford to lose the employ­
ment of 100 persons which would result from timber production in the 
Corridor.
Concern was also expressed over the effect of possible wilderness 
classification on the tax base of Idaho County. Mrs. Julia Pullen sug­
gested at the Grangeville meeting that conserving human resources by
means of improved educational and medical facilities was of paramount
22importance, and that this would require an expanding tax base.
John H, LaGrange, economic geologist for the Bear Creek Mining 
Company, felt that wilderness recommendations were in conflict with the 
multiple use concept. He supported the Forest Service plans by empha­
sizing that the national security depends on an expanding mineral 
supply.
Many of the arguments supporting multiple use development of the 
Corridor were based on a comparison between mass recreation and wilderness
Statement by Nicholas Kirkmeyer, Magruder Corridor Public Meet­
ing at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. Ui9-l?ii.
Statement by Dr. H. H, Koessler, -Magruder Corridor Public Meet­
ing at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 66-71.
22Statement by Mrs. Julia Pullen, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Grangeville, December 2, 1966, pp. 75-77.
21statement by John H, LaGrange, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting
at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. 171̂ -179.
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recreation, John L, Olmsted, editor of the Idaho Count? Free Press, 
stated that wilderness was inaccessible to the average recreationist.
To man? it was a question of managing for a selected few versus the 
general public.
Edward Shults of Tree Farmers, Inc., stressed ecological rela­
tionships by stating that timber stands must be managed in order to 
prevent unfavorable biological populations. Favorable populations, 
such as elk, would also be benefited by an increased food supply from 
logging operations, Shults expressed the opinion that the issue should 
not be settled by popular vote, but rather by strictly economic and
Pbiological principles. -
Arguments in opposition to the Forest Service plans took a wide 
variety of forms ranging from wilderness values to historical values. 
The plans were criticized largely on the basis of insufficient manage­
ment information.
The severest criticism was directed toward the Forest Service. 
There existed a strong feeling, shared by many multiple use critics, 
that the Forest Service had forced its decision in the face of powerful 
public opposition. The decision to persist in developing the resources 
of the Magruder Corridor was viewed as a serious administrative error, 
G, M. Brandborg, former Bitterroot Forest Supervisor, felt that the 
Forest Service would not reverse the decision. Such an action would 
weaken its position and set an unfavorable precedent in the reclassi­
fication of other primitive areas, Mr, Brandborg stated that modem.
Statement by John L. Olmsted, Magruder Corridor Public Meet­
ing at Grangeville, December 2, 1?66, pp. 52-51i«
Statement by Edward Shults, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 160-168.
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mechanized administrators were unable to appreciate the meaning of wil­
derness.^^
%ile supporters of the Forest Service plans viewed wilderness as 
a single-use, the opposition described the multiple uses of wildland 
preservation. Roger Pegues, Northwest representative of the Sierra Club 
and the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, stated that wilderness 
classification would preclude only timber production of thv .adjor uses 
of recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife, and fisheries. The 
harvesting of timber would diminish all other values, according to 
P e g u e s . T h i s  general argument was summarized by wilderness pioponents 
as a question of increasing recreational values versus short-term pro­
fits from a small volume of marginal timber with federally subsidized 
roads,
Widespread public belief existed that water was of grwater value 
than timber in the Corridor. Morton Brigham, chairman of the North 
Idaho Wilderness Committee, expressed a strong fear of man-caused ero­
sion as a result of timber cutting and road construction, ne presented 
a lar of silted water from the Lochsa River to the review committee.
John R. Woodworth, director of the Idaho Fish and Game Department, 
indicated concern over potential damage to fish habitat. He stated that 
the upper Selway River had been chosen for the 1.5 million dollar chinook 
salmon re-establishment program because of its excellent water and gravel 
quality.2®
2^Statement of G, M, Brandborg, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 128-1̂ .2.
^7Statement of Roger Pegues, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting at 
Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. 106-116.
28Statement of John R, Woodworth, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. 10-15.
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Donald R. Orcutt, field supervisor for the Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries, described the,Selway River as a vital link in the program.
He pointed out that Deep Greek, which runs adjacent to the Magruder road,
was turbid from road construction. Because of the uncertainty of erosion
both Woodworth and Orcutt opposed further development in the Corridor.
Dr. John Harris, assistant professor of wildlife management at the
University of îiontana, discussed the wildlife resources of the Upper
Selway. He stated that remoteness and inaccessibility are more important
factors in maintaining a favorable elk herd than the creation of food
plots, which could not normally be used during the winter.Increased
access from multiple use development was also described as detrimental
to the native mountain goat population.
The scientific value of wilderness areas received consideration
from several scientists at the public meetings. Dr. Sherman J. Preece,
Jr., of the University of Montana Botany Department depicted wilderness
as a vast gene pool of natural populations. Such a source of genetic
variation could have significant value for scientific studies directed
31at improving population characteristics.
The sensitivity of the ecosystem to disturbance was related by 
Dr. Irven 0. Boss, professor of wildlife biology at Washington State 
University. He pointed out that once part of the biota is destroyed the
29Statement by Donald R. Orcutt, Magruder Corridor Public Meet­
ing at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. l^h-lS6.
Statement by Dr. John Harris, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 125-128.
Statement by Dr. Sherman J. Preece, Jr., Magruder Corridor 
Public Meeting at Missoula, December 9> 1966, pp. 71-73°
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entire system will deteriorate.^^
Dr. C. C. Gordon, professor of forest pathology at the University 
of Montana, stated that the timber species in the Corridor would not be 
destroyed by disease if left undisturbed. He pointed to a need for more 
basic biological information prior to management.^3
Clifford Greene, a rancher, said that such areas should be set 
aside in order to preserve native grass ranges. He pointed out that 
large expanses of ungrazed range might be educational to grazers.
Wilderness preservation of the Magruder Corridor was also advo­
cated on the basis of its strategic geographical location. Stewart M. 
Brandborg, executive director of the Wilderness Society, described the
Corridor as an ecological link between the wilderness area to the north
35and the primitive area to the south.
The preservation and protection of historical values appealed 
strongly to Dr. Se Ike. This argument was presented only twice at the 
meetings, mainly by outdoor photographer Ernst Peterson. He mentioned 
the existence of Nez Perce Indian campsites, teepee rings, and graves 
in the Corridor, and emphasized that roads and logging would preclude 
future archaeological studies in the area.3&
^^Statement by Dr. Irven 0. Boss, Magruder Corridor Public Meet­
ing at Grangeville, December 2, 1966, pp. L3-L8.
Statement by Dr. C. C. Gordon, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 177-182,
Statement by Clifford Greene, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. 170-173-
3^Statement by Stewart M. Brandborg, Magruder Corridor Public 
Meeting at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. 117-133»
Statement by Ernst Pèterson, Magruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 50-56.
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A concern for environmental quality was most directly expressed 
by Mrs. Elizabeth Hannum, University of Montana School of Forestry editor. 
She cited the ugly effects of logging, and stated that aesthetic values 
are a primary concern of many non-consumptive groups of users. She 
advocated management based on environmental sensitivity and cultural 
responsibility rather than "management by bulldozer.
Opponents of the Forest Service plans also used economic arguments 
to their advantage. Wilderness advocates associated value with scarcity 
by mentioning that the Upper Selway was the last major stream without 
logging in the Clearwater drainage. The nonrenewable characteristic of 
the wilderness resource was also emphasized. Dr. J. Frederick Bell 
chained that it would be cheaper in terms of public values to make an 
outright gift to the timber industry in lieu of actual logging, and 
preserve the area as wilderness.
Dr. George B. Heliker, professor of economics at the Iftiiversity 
of Montana, described the issue as a classic problem of resource allo­
cation in which sacrifices are weighed against gains. He listed as 
predictable variables increases in population, disposable income, effi­
ciency of transportation, and leisure time. %predictable variables 
included technological advances and the future value of recreational
resources. Dr. Heliker suggested that the land-use decision be post-
39poned for a substantial period of time.
37Statement by Mrs. Elizabeth Hannum, Magruder Corridor Public 
Meeting at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 73-81.
3^Statement by Dr. J. Frederick Bell, Magruder Corridor Public 
Meeting at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 91-98.
Statement of Dr. George B. Heliker, Magruder Corridor Public 
Meeting at Missoula, December 9, 1966, pp. 182-185.
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Gerald Jayne refuted the argument that wilderness Is managed for 
a selected few by citing wilderness use figures. He said that the 
National Wilderness Preservation System had received 1,6 million visits 
and 2.8 million man-days of use during 196$.
During the course of the meetings Dr. Selke asked thos- advo­
cated wilderness preservation if they also favored closing the Magruder 
road. In all cases they emphasized that the road should be kept open, 
with a narrow strip excluded from wilderness classification making al­
lowance for primitive roadside developments. Dr. Selke also indicated 
at the ÎB.ssoula meeting that the steep, winding road should be improved
The diversity of arguments and opinions presented on both sides 
of the issue is evident from the preceding account of the puolic meet­
ings, The % grader Corridor Review Committee received 121 statements 
during the three meetings. It was a fine example of interested citizens 
expressing their viewpoints in a democratic environment. The meetings 
produced an excellent record of opposing land-use philosophies.
A total of 39 statements favored multiple use management, of the 
Magruder Corridor, 16 of which were submitted by organizations. Onnmsi- 
tion to the Forest Service plans was expressed by 77 statements, 31 of 
which were sponsored by groups. Chly four individuals and one organiza­
tion recommended a delay in development. This distribution of opinion 
illustrates the lack of land-use alternatives presented and the result­
ing polarization of viewpoints.
^OStateraent by Gerald Jayne, îfegruder Corridor Public Meeting 
at Boise, December 16, 1966, pp. W&-L9.
^^Magruder Corridor Piblic Meeting at Missoula, December 9, 
1966, p. 166.
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Most of the arguments supporting the Forest Service plans were 
based on economic considerations. The value of wilderness was the under­
lying theme of over half of the opposing statements, followed by concern 
over the fate of anadromous fisheries.
When the meetings concluded there was considerable speculation as 
to the conclusions the committee would make. Dr. Selke had stated that 
the committee’s report would not be made public until the Secretary 
chose to release it.
Wilderness advocates were generally optimistic after the public 
meetings. On December 17, Doris Milner wrote to Senator Metcalf saying, 
"the great days of the hearings have come and gone, and now we are con­
fident that the Upper Selway will get the reprieve we have been working 
for.
Once again the Wilderness Society and the "Save the Upper Selway 
Committee" took steps to mobilize a letter-writing campaign directed 
toward the review committee and Secretaiy Freeman. The drive for wil­
derness legislation for the Magruder Corridor was reactivated. Conser­
vation organizations were urged to pass pro-wildemess resolutions.
At the same time the review committee received numerous state­
ments and viewpoints from the forest products industry, ihe Darby 
Sawmill and Woods Workers sent a letter to the Daily Ravalli Republican 
with 112 signatures. A public appeal was made for support of the Forest 
Service plans on the basis of preserving jobs and mass recreation.
^^Letter from Doris Milner to Senator Metcalf, December 17, 1966.
^3"lumber Workers Protest," Ihilv Ravalli Republican. December 
19, 1966.
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On January 11, 1967, the 3^0 member Inland Empire Section of the 
Society of American Foresters submitted a statement in support of mul­
tiple use management to the review committee. While admitting that the 
viewpoints should be weighed in the decision, the opinion was expressed 
that the complexities of modem land management demand the expertise of 
qualified professionals.^
On January 17, Ernest L. Kolbe submitted a statement on behalf of 
the Western Wood Products Association. He emphasized historical values 
by pointing out that from the time of the Indian to the early activities 
of Lloyd Magruder, people have used the Magruder Corridor. He described 
multiple use management of the area as "a living, viable tribute to a 
courageous man.
Conversely, wilderness interests viewed the committee review as 
an opportunity to document their case for the ultimate inclusion of the 
Corridor in the wilderness system. Congressman Arnold Olsen maintained 
his support of wilderness legislation in a January 26 letter to Secre­
tary Freeman and Dr. Selke.
The Secretary eliminated the January 30 report deadline in order 
to give the committee adequate time to review an increasing volume of 
information. On January 20 and 21 the committee held it second execu­
tive meeting in Denver in order to reach an understanding concerning 
the direction of the report.
^Statement by Frederick D. Johnson, Chairman of the Inland Em­
pire Section of the Society of American Foresters, to the Ifegruder 
Corridor Review Committee, January 11, 1967.
J c f
Statement by Ernest L. Kolbe, Director of Forestry Services 
for the Western Wood Products Association, to the Magruder Corridor 
Review Committee, January 17, 1967.
^^Letter to Secretary Freeman and Dr. felke from Congressman 
Arnold Olsen, January 26, 1967.
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Daring the month of January numerous organizations drafted state­
ments and resolutions favoring wilderness preservation. Such a move was 
a matter of routine for groups such as the Isaak Walton League of America, 
the Defenders of Wildlife, the Sport Fishing Institute, and the Nez Perce 
Tribal Scecutive Committee,
The pro-wildemess resolution passed by the influential National 
Wildlife Federation on Inarch 11 was initially opposed by the Resolutions 
Committee and the Executive Director, Ihomas Kimball. The passage of 
the resolution was made possible through the efforts of Don Aldrich.
By April the review committee had received over one thousand 
communications. The Magruder District Management Plan, as well as 
separate use plans had been thoroughly studied. The many studies, re­
ports, and statements were used in the preparation of the report. In 
spite of the bulk of the information received there was a lack of speci­
fic data that could lead to critical evaluation.
By this time the committee had met several times and a good group 
spirit had evolved. The idea had gradually developed that it was neces­
sary to look at the area in total as to its major values, rather than 
partition by resources. After this the ensuing recommendations developed 
fairly naturally.
On April lii and 15 the committee met in Vfeshington for a final 
discussion of the overall report. On April 20 the report of the Magruder
^^Personal interview with Drois Milner, chairman of the "Save the 
Upper Selway Committee," April 5, 1968.
^^Personal communication with Dr. Kenneth P. Davis, Professor of 
Forest Land Use at lale University, October 16, 1967.
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Corridor Review Committee was submitted to Secretary Freeman, with 
unanimous approval of each recommendation,^9
Interested parties were aware that the report had been completed, 
but could only speculate as to its contents. Doris Milner was of the 
opinion that the review committee had written a pro-wildemess report.
She felt that the Secretary was waiting for an opportune time to re­
lease it.^^
On June 1, Secretary Freeman released the report of the Magruder 
Corridor Review Committee to the public. The $8-page report supplemented 
a series of recommendations with a description of the ecology, history, 
and resources of the Magruder Corridor.
The committee encountered difficulty In evaluating the Forest 
Service plans. The plans were repeatedly criticized for lack of detail. 
The coiunittee noted the lack of clearly stated limitations concerning 
timber use and other values In the area. However, the difficulty of 
making a transition from custodial management to more active multiple 
use management was recognized.
Multiple use was described as a general framework for problem­
solving, and not a system for specific resource allocation. The similar 
pattern of multiple use planning for different areas, based on arbitrary 
resource partitioning, was criticized.
With these limitations of the plan in mind, the committee sug­
gested that management be dictated by three primary values present in 
the Corridor:
^^George A. Selke, Chairman, Report of the Magruder Corridor 
Review Committee, April 17, 1967, p. 9»
^^Personal interview with Doris Milner, f̂ey h, 1967.
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(1) a strategic watershed concerning both water supply and 
fisheries,
(2) an important historic connection between Montana and Idaho,
(3) an important recreational area providing access to two vast 
wilderness and primitive areas.51
The more specific recommendations within this general value 
framework may be reduced to three major effects. First, the committee 
suggested that logging and new road construction be deferred. Secondly, 
the need was emphasized for research concerning the effect of roads and 
timber cutting on the soils, watersheds, and recreation values of the 
Corridor. And thirdly, it urged this be accomplished under the provi­
sions of the Multiple Use Act, without wilderness legislation.
%ile recognizing the sizable timber resource in the Corridor, 
the committee described the timber growing potential and stand conditions 
in the area as poor. A distinction was made between an accumulation of 
nature, such as existing old-growth timber, and expensive management 
practices aimed at growing a future timber crop.
The committee could find no evidence for the need to log in order 
to increase critical winter game range or reduce the fire hazard. In 
general. Professor Kenneth Davis's concept of a modified form of timber 
management on a reduced area in order to maintain a healthy stand was 
recommended.
The fisheries values of the Upper Selway were associated with the 
excellent water and gravel quality for spawning and rearing anadromous 
species. Increased road access was labeled as being detrimental to 
wilderness fishing and cutthroat trout populations.
^George A. Selke, Chairman, Report of the Magruder Corridor 
Review Committee, April 17, 1967, pp. 8-9.
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The report emphasized that the Corridor is not important big game 
winter range, due to severe winters and the absence of burned-over areas. 
The multiple use plan, directed primarily at timber harvesting and fire 
control, was criticized for its lack of specific procedures for wildlife 
management.
The review committee recommended that a long-range recreation 
plan be prepared. The plan would be directed toward identifying historic 
sites and maintaining high quality primitive recreation. The Idaho state 
recreation plan indicated that there would not be a great demand for mass
'd2recreation in 1*e Magruder Corridor for many years.
Available information indicated that the impact of logging on 
water quality would be slight. The committee was most emphatic concern­
ing the potential hazard to watershed values from road construction.
Road construction was described as the most critical factor in the de­
velopment and management of the area. The economic practicability of 
building and maintaining logging roads that would avoid watershed damage, 
and be in harmony with a wildland environment, was seriously questioned 
by the review committee.^^
The vagueness of the plans and the intensity of opposition prompted 
the committee to comment on the need for the Forest Service to increase 
public confidence in its ability to manage wildland without special clas­
sification.^^
Secretary Freeman fully accepted the intent of the review commit­
tee's recommendations. The Secretary directed the Forest Service to
George A. Selke, Chairman, Report of the Magruder Corridor 
Review Committee, April 17, 19&7, p. 52,
^^Ibid.. p. 5U. ^ Ibid., pp. 12, 13.
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formulate an integrated plan that would coordinate resource uses. Man­
agement would be based on a policy that would complement wildland condi­
tions consistent with the previously stated primary values.
Dr. Kenneth Davis was dissatisfied with the length of the comments 
accompanying the Secretary's acceptance of the committee's report. He 
felt that the Forest Service was placed in a bad light by the Secretary's 
detailed handling of the report.
The committee's report, and its acceptance by the Secretary, was 
far from a vote of confidence. The traditional national forest priority 
of timber use was relegated to a secondary position behind watershed and 
recreation.
Senator Metcalf received mostly favorable comments concerning the 
report. He concluded from this "that a satisfactory compromise between 
wilderness and timber interests has been arranged.
Most of the Senator's mail came from wilderness proponents ex­
pressing appreciation for his role in establishing the advisory commitee. 
Doris Milner was elated by the report. She viewed it as a demonstration 
of the democratic process, in which a few interested and informed citi-
57zens can cause federal agencies to become responsive to the public.
The New York Times commented that "it is not often that an entrenched 
bureaucracy like the Forest Service is overruled in its own domain."
^^Personal correspondence with Dr. Kenneth P. Davis, October 25,
1967.
Personal correspondence with Senator Lee Metcalf, uctober 13,
1967.
^^Letter from Doris Milner to Senator Metcalf, June 5, 1967.
58"An Island Saved," The New York Times. June 13, 1967.
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Generally, wilderness Interests recognized the acceptance of the 
report as "a stay of execution, but not a permanent reprieve." Morton 
R. Brigham, chairman of the North Idaho Wilderness Committee, felt that 
the report was excellent within the limitations imposed by the Secretary 
%ile most preservationists considered the report to be a prelim­
inary step in the accomplishment of their ultimate objective of wilderness 
designation, different interpretations resulted from the report. Many 
felt that a mandate for wilderness legislation was implicit. Ibn Aldrich, 
president of the Montana Wildlife Federation, accused the Forest Service 
of incorrectly interpreting the report by maintaining their plans to cut 
timber and build roads.
Sam Reynolds, who drew considerable criticism for changing his 
pro-wildemess position to a support of the Forest Service plans, felt 
that the report said essentially the same thing he had advocated in his 
editorials, namely, that the Forest Service should exercise extreme cau­
tion in the implementation of the management plans.
The review committee also received strong criticism. Many sup­
porters of the Forest Service plans viewed the advisory committee approach 
as setting an undesirable precedent of subjugating the administrative 
responsibilities of the Forest Service to unjustified political pressure.
Representatives of the forest products industry were disconcerted 
over the pessimistic appraisal of the agency's competence in multiple
^^Personal interview with Morton R. Brigham, Chairman of the North 
Idaho Wilderness Committee, November 2, 1967.
60personal interview with Don Aldrich, President of the Montana 
Wildlife Federation, October 31, 1967e
Personal interview with Sam Reynolds, editorial page editor of 
The Hissoulian. November 9, 1967.
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use management. They felt that more stress should have been placed on 
the substantial progress made in the control of sedimentation from 
roads, as well as the benefits of reduced fire hazard and improved 
spawning beds which increased access would afford.
Just as the multiple use plans were criticized for lack of speci­
fic management information by the review committee, the committee’s 
report was denounced on the same grounds by Magruder District Ranger 
Robert Shackleford. He believed that the report avoided the real issues,
and left the Forest Service with the responsibility for determining the
63correct management in the Corridor.
Regional Forester Neal Rahm admitted that the Forest Service had 
lost the first round, as well as suffering a loss of image. He ques­
tioned the need to be unduly concerned about public image as long as the 
administrator feels he is right and is backed by well-conceived plans.
In October 1967, work was begun on a new coordinated resource 
development plan based on an integration of the watershed-fisheries, 
historic, and recreation values. A 30-year planning period was selected 
in order to point toward total development,
A land-use inventory and development plan will be prepared for 
each individual resource and illustrated on transparent overlays. Re­
source managers hope that the relationship of one resource to other 
resources will become apparent when the overlays are superimposed upon 
one another.
^Zpersonal communication from Royce G. Cox, Secretary of the 
North Idaho Forestry Association, February 2, 1968.
Personal interview with Robert Shackleford, I^agruder District 
Ranger, April 9, 1968.
^^Personal interview with Regional Forester Neal Rahm, January
15, 1968.
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On Jannarv 11, 1968, the multiple use zones were revised in light 
of the new management orientation. The following table compares the new 
zone areas with those described on page ?6:
TABLE IV 
COMPARISON OF MULTIPLE USE ZONES
Zone Area (acres)
Januar: 12, 196$ January’- 11, 1968
High Area Zone 31,700 23,381
General Forest Zone 117,600 110,220
Riverbreak Zone lii,666 23,7$2
Travel Influence Zone 8,600 5,669
Stream influence Zone 600 10,3Wi
Total 173,366 173,366
The de-emphasis on timber production and road construction, with 
the resulting emphasis on watershed values, is portraved by the revised 
zone areas.
Long-range coordinated resource planning for the Magruder Corridor 
is a direct outgrowth of the controversy and the review committee’s re­
port. The public challenge of the Forest Service’s managerial competence 
has placed an even heavier burden of management responsibility on the 
agency. The need for greater management proficiency in the new multiple 
use plan has ironically resulted from the initial lack of public confi­
dence in the agencv.
Preservationists have not abandoned their objectives of inclusion 
of the Magruder Corridor in the National Wilderness Preservation System.
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Congressional action is necessary for the realization of this goal "with 
or without a prior administrative proposal."65
The appointment of the study committee was described as a delay 
tactic by Regional Forester Neal Rahm. The delav in multiple use de­
velopment allows time for preservationists to plan strategy to the 
reclassification of the Salmon River Breaks Primitive Area slated for 
1971. At that time a powerful move to include the Magruder Corridor in 
the new wilderness area is expected.^6
Wilderness proponents feel that they cannot afford to wait until 
1971, due to the impending Forest Service plans. Preliminary action was 
taken in the spring of 1968 to draft Magruder Corridor wilderness legis­
lation for introduction by Senators Metcalf and Church.
The Forest Service is thus proceeding with the coordinated manage­
ment plan, within the limits imposed by the Secretary, while preserva­
tionists continue to seek wilderness status for the Corridor. The 
controversy has produced considerable interest and information, resulting 
in a precedent-setting advisory committee. Yet, while there has been 
some mobility of viewpoints by "middle-of-the-road" participants, the 
basic positions of the ma jor sides have remained essentially unchanged. 
The causes and effects of this polarization of viewpoints, and the 
resulting controversy, will be analyzed in the next chapter.
6^Personal communication with Stewart M. Brandborg, Executive 
Director of the Wilderness Society, February 19, 1968.
66personal interview with Regional Forester Neal Rahm, January 
15, 1968.
67Personal interview with Doris Milner, Chairman of the "Save the 
Upper Selway Committee," April $, 1968.
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CHAPTER VII
ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION
The preceding historical description was long and detailed for 
a purpose. The point is that a national issue has evolved concerning 
the management of 173,000 acres of fairly typical Idaho mountain country 
— less than one percent of the land area administered by the United 
States Forest Service,
The issue is national in scope since public opinion has been 
directed toward high level civil servants and legislators, by national 
organizations, receiving national news coverage. Awareness of the issue 
is limited to a specialized segment of the public at the local, state, 
and national levels. Those who are familiar with the Magruder Corridor 
are also aware of the related controversy.
The issue is basically a problem of resource allocation in which 
the relative advantages and disadvantages of each alternative must be 
weighed in determining the highest public use. The nature of the problem 
dictates a political rather than economic system of allocation.
The historical description of the controversy indicates the com­
plexity of the decision-making process, and the intensity of feelings 
that have underlain the conflict. Since this intensity of sentiment 
has contributed substantially to the origin and perpetuation of the 
controversy, the motivations behind these attitudes should be understood. 
The continuing and intensifying conflict has produced a further entrench­
ment in previously shared attitudes. Both sides have tended to "organize
139
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their opposition" by adhering to a fixed position. The resulting polar­
ization of viewpoints is based on two fundamental alternatives : multiple 
use development as exemplified by timber cutting and road construction 
and wilderness preservation.
The decision to apply full multiple use development to the Magru­
der Corridor began as a comparatively radical departure from the previous 
policy of primitive area management. The relative positions of the two 
land-use alternatives have now shifted to where plans for wilderness are 
now "liberal" in the face of an established policy of multiple use de­
velopment.
The historical description of the controversy indicates ttiau the 
amount of expressed popular opinion in support of preservation far ex­
ceeded that of support for multiple use. The factors that have contri­
buted to the agency’s determined stand should, therefore, be carefully 
examined.
The success of both public and private agencies is measured by 
material growth. The development of new roads, administrative facilities, 
and timber sales is more conducive to agency expansion than the more 
passive responsibilities associated with wilderness area management.
While the "survival" motive is probably present, it is a relatively 
minor factor behind the Forest Service position.
All of the statutory basis for national forest administration, 
culminating in the Act of June 12, I960, clearly provides that manage­
ment will be based on the multiple use concept. The Forest Service thus 
recognizes a definite commitment toward management as embodied in the 
Multiple Use-Sdstained Yield Act. Phrt of this commitment stems from
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the multiple use mandate of securing community economic stability through 
resource development.
The agency position in the conflict is due partly to a social 
phenomenon known as bureaucracy. This system of complex organization 
in the Forest Service has resulted from the increasing size of the 
agency and the need for technical skills.
%ile the demand for technical expertise continues to rise, spec­
ialization encourages a limited perspective which increases the inertia 
of large organizations. Bureaucratic inflexibility is also fostered by 
the legal framework in which administrators work. The public official 
must justify every action by law or administrative rule. Responsiveness, 
the speed and attitude with which the bureaucracy reacts to changes in 
the political climate, has been lowered by the bureaucratic tendencies 
toward routine procedure and legalism.
Forest Service officials have also developed a value system 
through a complex socialization process which identifies their role 
with that of the agency. The role of the agency is in turn identified 
with the values of society. The "public interest" rationale broadens 
administrative discretion since it assumes a general interest which is 
above particular group interest and is subject to administrative control.
These bureaucratic forces have obscured points of public access 
in the formulation and administration of policy. While policy is often 
formulated without direct consent, an administrator should react to 
direct dissent. The true measure of democratic government is its 
abilitv to recognize and meet changing social needs,
A more important motivation results from a definition of wilderness 
which differs substantially from what is desired by preservationists.
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The Forest Service considers the Impact of existing roads to be high 
enough to preclude wilderness status. in line with this criteria is a 
strong belief that a wilderness boundary should be defined by major 
topogranhical featureso This requirement is considered necessary for 
the area's own protection. The one-half mile wide buffer strip adjacent 
to the road, proposed by preservationists, is believed to be inadequate 
from the standpoint of a natural defense of the wilderness area. The 
liagruder Corridor is thus considered submarginal for wilderness classi­
fication, primarily as a result of the existing roads. Forest Service 
officials fear that inclusion of the area in the wilderness system would 
set an unfavorable precedent, and weaken the previously established 
standards. These attitudes are supported by the historical concept of 
the meaning of wilderness.
The conflict has resulted partly from a basic difference in in­
terpretation as to what kind of balance of management in the Ifegruder 
Corridor would best constitute the long-run public interest. Forest 
Service administrators sincerely believe that the decision to implement 
full multiple use development in the Corridor is a correct one. While 
there is substantial disagreement regarding the agency’s management 
assumptions, the interpretation of the public welfare has been logically 
consistent within the multiple use framework.
No evidence suggests that pressure from the forest products in­
dustry to onen the Corridor to logging has been a significant influence 
in the controversy. While local industry would like to rely on the 
area’s 12 million board foot annual allowable cut for future mill needs, 
the demand for the presently remote timber has never been strong. There
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was, however, a fairly broad industry effort aimed at pointing out the 
advantages of multiple use management.
A major influence on the Forest Service position is the relation­
ship between scarcity and value. There are ii.Ç million acres of wilder­
ness and primitive areas in proximity to the Magruder Corridor. Because 
of this the Forest Service felt that multiple use development of the 
Corridor would provide the highest public value.
The Forest Service, through a series of resource development 
activities and public policy releases, gradually eliminated management 
flexibility. Within two years after the Secretary's 1963 decision the 
agency was committed to the option of either continuing plans for de­
velopment, or reversing the decision. The first alternative was chosen 
for the variety of reasons listed.
Motivations underlying the preservationists' position are also 
of importance, since their activities have shaped the controversy and 
the resulting policy implications.
Public dissent began as a genuine local effort under the auspices 
of an hoc committee, A small number of dissatisfied citizens were 
successful in arousing national concern and effecting a significant 
change in the management of the Magruder Corridor. Although the Magru­
der Corridor is located in Idaho, it is interesting to note that most 
of the public opposition to the Forest Service plans came from Montana.
Opposition to the Forest Service plans resulted from a general 
lack of confidence in the agency's ability to execute multiple use 
management without serious damage to the Upper Selway watershed. All 
of the various arguments opposing resource development have evolved 
within this broad concern.
L
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A dichotomy has long been present in man's attitudes toward the 
land, in which the principles of social conscience collide with the 
individual's search for material gain. No claim is made that the issue 
should be described in these terms. Rather, the suggestion is made 
that in light of the growing national concern over environmental qual­
ity, social conscience has been an important factor behind the contro­
versy, These motivations are not always pure because conservation 
measures often receive more support when the financial status of the 
participants is unaffected.
Personal contact with the particular area involved has stimulated 
some of the wilderness support, rather than a general preservationist 
orientation. Conversely, some of the preservation support stems from a 
categorical opposition to resource development, with a subsequent en­
dorsement of wilderness use. In this case there is little awareness of 
the actual values involved.
Local individuals are informed, dedicated, and articulate. While 
concerned with broad conservation goals, particularly resource preserva­
tion, they are more strongly motivated by personal sentiment than are 
members of national groups.
Preservationists obviously define wilderness boundaries quite 
differently than the Forest Service. A cultural boundary such as a road 
may be substituted for the traditional topographical feature. Ihe exist­
ence of roads may be circumvented by a narrow buffer strip.
Just as we alter our ideas concerning a merchantable tree, may 
we also change our ideas as to what constitutes "wilderness”? The 
answer may lie in recognition of the fact that the only constancy is
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the inevitability of change. A new definition of wilderness would not 
be inconsistent with changing interpretations of other resources.
The controversy has cost the public a great deal in terms of 
agency time. Approximately 70 percent of the district ranger's efforts 
have been occupied by the controversy since 196b. The forest supervisor 
has spent about half of his time dealing with the conflict, with a much 
smaller amount given by the Regional Forester. Innumerable line and 
staff officers at different administrative levels have been involved in 
varying degrees.
The controversy has not been a successful medium for une cAuiicuigo 
of ideas, but has served to intensify existing attitudes. However, the 
conflict has produced substantial public benefits.
The public opinion generating the controversy has resulted in a 
critical review of agency actions. Strong feelings exist within the 
Forest Service that the agency has been damaged as a result of the 
review committee's report. Agency fears are centered on the possibility 
that an unfavorable precedent has been set in which other areas will be 
subject to the same degree of intense scrutiny.
Ihe right of the public to dissent from an administrative deci­
sion is inherent in a democratic society. The technical aspects of a
decision are normally left to professionals. However, the public meet­
ing record of the review committee indicates that not all of the experts
are in the employ of the Forest Service.
While no attempt is made to identify a "best” use in this paper, 
fear of an irreversible decision based on inadequate management informa­
tion has effected a delay in multiple use development. The decision is
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"irreversible" only in the short run since physical characteristics and 
mental attitudes change over time.
However, the proper management scheme for the Magruder Corridor 
may be more apparent when the Salmon River Breaks Primitive Area is re­
classified in 1971. At least the alternative of wilderness use will not 
have been precluded by timber cutting and road construction.
The controversy, characterized by only two major land-use alter­
natives, has resulted in a third choice from the review committee’s 
recommendations. The use of a modified form of timber management, with 
watershed and recreation values given priority, represents at least a 
partial solution to the problem and still provides for future flexibility. 
The displacement of timber by watershed and recreation as primary values, 
within the multiple use framework, may be a precedent for other land-use 
conflicts.
The demands of wilderness proponents have not been satisfied, and 
restrictions have been placed on the timber industry. However, the 
broadening of alternatives, with a de-emphasis on an "either/or" situa­
tion, should be considered beneficial.
As a result of the committee's report the Forest Service has been 
stimulated to do a better job of presenting its programs to the public.
The Regional Forester has directed that the Forest Service formulate 
"special area" masterplans for educational purposes. The plans will 
consist of slides and maps showing precisely what is planned in terms 
of developmental activities.^ The report has also forced the Forest
^Personal interview with Regional Forester Neal Rahm, January 
IS, 1968.
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Service to re-evaluate its planning methods and the adequacy of its mul­
tiple use plans in the Magruder Corridor.
The relationship between the admirable consultation expressed in 
the public hearings, and the agency's specific reception of public dis­
sension to multiple use planning in the Corridor is complex.
A public agency should not allow itself to be swayed by any public 
claim. Firmness tempered with flexibility is desirable to the inaction 
resulting from indecision. Opposition to development in this case may 
be interpreted as sincere, informed criticism, or unreasonable declara­
tions, the intensity of which is out of proportion to the numbers repre­
sented. The agency interpretation has rested upon the latter viewpoint, 
as evidenced by the continued insistence that the long-run public inter­
est would be best served by multiple use management in the Corridor,
A solution to a problem of this kind must be political in nature ; 
that is, it must involve meaningful interaction between the agency and 
the public. The perennial need for improving the channel of communca- 
tion between the public and the bureaucracy is evident.
The agency should assess its role in a democratic society. A 
careful analysis of vocal public opinion would provide an effective 
index of policy viability, as well as a means of adjusting programs to 
fit social needs.
At the same time the public, particularly interest groups, should 
recognize the agency's dual obligation of maintaining adequate respon­
siveness, as well as administering policy in a firm and consistent 
manner. The agency views their function as one of representing the 
silent majority. An increased willingness to adjust conflicting view­
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points through compromise will result from an appreciation of the factors 
influencing different positions.
Interaction may be facilitated by the establishment of a formal 
means through which representatives of interest groups can meet with 
agency officials. However, formal structures of communication are of 
little value if they are not built upon a foundation of mutual coopera­
tion and flexibility.
The value of additional talk is secondary in importance to the 
need for more basic measures. There is a need to develop better analyt­
ical tools for assessing resource alternatives within the highly compli­
cated value system used in our society. This development, difficult as 
it may be, would provide several benefits. It would force managers to 
analyze the results of their actions, and provide the public with a 
means of deciding whether the technical decision is in agreement with 
their wishes.
The need for a better analytical tool of resource comparison 
should be placed in the context of the direct effects of the controversy. 
The significant effects are long-run in nature and affect the agency's 
public image. The preceding investigation demonstrates that the Forest 
Service has drawn wide and intense criticism from a large segment of 
influential persons. These criticisms should not be taken lightly, 
since an increasing number of Americans are turning their time and enei^ 
to basic questions concerning the quality of life.
A genuine concern is shown toward the welfare of the agency since 
these people recognize the Forest Service as a fine, competent organiza­
tion with an unequaled esprit de corps. The Service's early activities
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in pioneering the wilderness concept, and the present wilderness reser­
vation of Hi.5 million acres are acknowledged with great appreciation.
Industrial use pressures and social conscience will continue to 
interact in the crucible of conflict. Future wilderness controversy is 
inevitable as more primitive areas are reclassified. The Forest Service 
must abandon its relative indifference toward public image and take 
positive steps to restore its appearance as a protector of wildland. 
Regardless of its disposition in a particular issue, measures are needed 
to restore confidence in the Forest Service's responsiveness to public 
opinion.
A basic need for increased public access in the decision-making 
process exists in order to prevent serious controversy in natural resource 
decisions. This need will be realized faster when the agency recognizes 
its role as one of evaluating and presenting land-use alternatives to 
the public, rather than choosing the alternative. This reaches para­
mount importance in light of the certainty of future resource contro­
versy.
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